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MAXIMUM  PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE  FOR  GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES 


WEDNESDAY,  MARCH  19,  1969 

House  of  Representatives, 

Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington ,  D.C. 

)  The  subcommittee  met  at  2 :15  p.m.,  in  room  2154,  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building,  Hon.  Benjamin  S.  Rosenthal,  acting  chairman,  pre¬ 
siding. 

Present:  Representatives  Benjamin  S.  Rosenthal,  John  N.  Erlen- 
born,  Clarence  J.  Brown,  and  Paul  Findley. 

Also  present :  Elmer  W.  Henderson,  subcommittee  counsel,  and  John 
Philip  Carlson,  minority  counsel. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  The  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  will  come  to  order.  In  the  absence  of  Chairman  Blat- 
nik,  who  should  be  here  momentarily,  we  have  a  vote  on  the  floor,  he 
has  asked  me  to  convene  the  subcommittee  and  read  his  opening 
statement. 

This  meeting  of  the  subcommittee  was  called  to  consider  H.R.  337 
to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of 
the  Government  traveling  on  official  business.  A  similar  bill  was  passed 
by  the  House  in  the  90th  Congress  but  no  action  was  taken  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Congressman  Rosenthal,  therefore,  reintroduced  his  bill  and  it  is 
before  us  today. 

(The  bill,  H.R.  337,  follows :) 

)  [H.R.  337,  91st  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the 
Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”,  by 
striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “.$20”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$15”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  3581(d)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “$9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  4.  The  last  sentence  of  section  867(a)  (1)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “Upon  his  certificate,  each  judge,  while  attending 
court,  or  transacting  official  business  outside  the  District  of  Columbia,  is  entitled 
to  be  paid  all  necessary  traveling  expenses  and  allowances  as  provided  for  each 
Justice  or  judge  of  the  United  States  under  section  456  of  title  28.”. 
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Mr.  Eosenthal.  In  summary,  the  bill  raises  the  maximum  per  diem 
rate  from  the  present  $16  per  day  to  $25  and  raises  the  maximum  re¬ 
imbursement  for  actual  expenses  from  $30  per  day  to  $35.  When  trav¬ 
eling  in  foreign  countries,  travel  expenses  are  paid  on  the  basis  of  a 
per  diem  for  that  country  which  the  State  Department  determines  is 
adequate,  but  there  are  occasions  when  the  per  diem  may  be  exceeded 
by  actual  out-of-pocket  expenses.  The  law  now  permits  the  payment 
of  an  additional  $10  above  the  per  diem  for  such  cases  if  accompanied 
bv  unusual  circumstances.  H.E.  337  increases  this  per  diem  from  $10 
to  $15  per  day.  The  bill  makes  the  same  changes  in  the  payment  of 
travel  expenses  for  intermittent  employees  of  the  Government,  such 
as  experts  and  consultants,  as  would  be  made  for  regular  employees. 

The  bill  contains  provisions  increasing  the  per  diem  rate  for  mobile 
unit  employees  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  puts  the  payment 
of  travel  expenses  for  the  judges  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Military  Appeals 
on  the  same  basis  as  that  of  all  other  judges  in  the  U.S.  courts.  The 
latter  section  need  not  be  acted  upon  by  us,  because  the  judges  of  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Military  Appeals  were  taken  care  of  by  another  bill  | 
enacted  by  the  90th  Congress— Public  Law  90-340.  We  should  consider 
whether  or  not  the  provision  involving  the  postal  workers  should  again 
be  handled  in  this  bill  inasmuch  as  it  may  be  possible  for  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  to  act  on  this  matter,  which  is  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  that  committee. 

The  principal  difference  between  H.E.  13738,  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  last  year,  and  the  pending  bill  is  in  the  amount  of  the  per  diem. 
Last  year,  the  House-passed  bill  provided  for  $20  a  dav;  this  year,  the 
bill  now  asks  for  $25  a  day.  I  believe  the  testimony  we  hear  should  con¬ 
centrate  on  this  point. 

Our  first  witness,  after  a  short  recess,  will  be  the  Honorable  Eoger 
Jones,  Assistant  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Mr.  Jones,  if 
you  will  bear  with  Mr.  Findley  and  myself,  there  is  a  final  vote  on  the 
debt  limitation  bill  presently  before  Congress,  and  we  will  adjourn 
for  15  minutes,  take  a  recess  and  reconvene  as  soon  as  we  can  get  back 
here. 

(Short  recess.) 


STATEMENT  0E  HON.  ROGER  W.  JONES,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU  0E  THE  BUDGET 
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Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Eoger  W.  Jones.  I  am  currently  an  assistant  director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  In  the  interests  of  saving  the  time  of  the 
committee,  and  since  it  was  our  belief  that  a  formal  statement  would 
only  repeat  almost  word  for  word  what  is  in  our  report  to  you,  if  I 
may,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  simply  use  the  report  as  my  statement. 

Mr.  Eosenthal.  Fine. 

Mr.  Jones.  This  is  my  letter  of  March  17,  addressed  to  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee,  Hon.  William  L.  Dawson,  and  reads  as  follows : 

“This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  a  report  on  H.E.  337,  a  bill  ‘To 
increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the 
Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and  for  other  purposes.’ 

“The  bill  would  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
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from  $16  to  $25  and  would  increase  tlie  maximum  allowance  for  reim¬ 
bursement  on  an  actual  expense  basis  for  such  travel  from  $30  to  $35 
per  day.  For  travel  outside  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia  the  bill  would  increase  the  maximum  allowance  for  travel 
on  an  actual  expense  basis  from  $10  plus  the  established  maximum  per 
diem  rate  to  $15  plus  the  established  maximum  per  diem  rate. 

“In  addition,  the  bill  would  increase  from  $9  to  $15  the  per  diem 
allowance  which  may  be  paid  postal  employees  who  are  assigned  to 
road  duty,  and  would  authorize  payment  of  travel  expense  and  allow¬ 
ances  for  each  judge  of  the  Court  of  Military  Appeals  on  the  same 
basis  as  that  for  judges  of  other  U.S.  courts. 

“Similar  legislation  was  introduced  in  the  90th  Congress,  and  after 
hearings  by  Chairman  Blatnik’s  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Leg¬ 
islative  Reorganization  was  reported  by  your  committee  and  passed 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  April  23,  1968.  As  passed,  the  bill 
contained  the  maximum  per  diem  rate  of  $20,  which  was  in  accord 
|  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  In  all  other 
I  respects,  however,  provisions  were  identical  to  those  in  H.R.  337. 

“With  respect  to  the  general  travel  allowances,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  from  time  to  time  has  conducted  surveys  of  travel  subsistence 
expenses  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  adequacy  of  maximum 
per  diem  allowances.  Such  a  survey  was  initiated  in  1958  and  as  up¬ 
dated  in  reports  to  the  Congress  in  1960  and  1961  provided  a  basis  for 
the  present  maximum  per  diem  allowances.  A  similar  survey  was  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  spring  of  1967  to  obtain  information  and  data  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  cost  of  lodging,  meals  and  miscellaneous  expenses  for 
travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  survey  included  detailed  reports  of  employee  travel  from  18  prin¬ 
cipal  Federal  agencies,  supported  by  a  nationwide  sampling  of  costs 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  and  reports  from  accounting  firms  special¬ 
izing  in  business  analyses  for  hotel  organizations.  As  we  reported  to 
your  committee  in  the  90th  Congress,  the  survey  data  indicated  that 
subsistence  expenses  incurred  in  more  than  50  percent  of  the  employee 
travel  experiences  were  not  fully  compensated  for  under  the  present 
$16  maximum  per  diem  allowance. 

“The  data  submitted  in  response  to  the  Bureau’s  request  to  the  18 
j  principal  Federal  agencies  for  information  on  subsistence  costs  repre¬ 
sented  12,025  employee  travel  experiences  covering  63,710  man-days 
of  travel.  An  analysis  of  these  data  showed  6,171  travel  experiences, 
51.3  percent  of  the  total,  where  subsistence  costs  exceeded  $16  per  day, 
the  average  of  these  being  $19.21.  On  this  basis,  we  recommended  to  the 
Congress  a  maximum  per  diem  of  $20  in  lieu  of  subsistence  expenses. 

“This  recommendation  was  also  supported  by  the  results  of  the 
nationwide  sampling  of  hotel  and  meal  costs  which  was  made  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census.  The  sampling  showed  costs  of  lodging  and  meals 
at  desirable  hotels  and  restaurants  in  various  size  cities  and  towns 
averaged  $17.78  per  day.  Adding  10  percent  to  this  amount  for  mis- 
!  cellaneous  expenses  resulted  in  a  total  average  daily  subsistence  of 
$19.56.  Additional  support  for  the  recommendation  was  furnished  by 
!  the  hotel  accounting  firms  from  data  which  they  maintain  with  respect 
to  hotel  room  rates  in  principal  cities  throughout  the  Nation.  A  com¬ 
parison  of  average  room  rates  by  cities  showed  considerable  variation 
even  among  the  major  cities  with  the  nationwide  average  of  such  rates 
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for  113  cities  at  $10.14.  Data  gathered  on  a  statewide  basis  in  five  States 
averaged  $10.90.  These  rates  for  hotel  rooms,  together  with  reasonable 
allowances  for  food  and  miscellaneous  expenses  resulted  in  a  total  sub¬ 
sistence  expense  falling  within  the  recommended  rate. 

“Since  our  1967  review  there  have  been  general  price  advances  which 
are  reflected  in  increased  costs  for  hotels,  meals,  and  miscellaneous 
expenses.  Current  cost  data  indicates  that  these  increases  are  between 
10  and  11  percent  over  comparable  costs  in  the  spring  of  1967.  On  this 
basis,  the  employee  travel  experiences  which  justified  a  maximum  per 
diem  allowance  of  $20  in  1967  would  require  a  $22  rate  under  current 
cost  conditions.  Therefore,  we  believe  a  maximum  per  diem  of  $22 
would  be  required  to  provide  adequate  reimbursement  to  Government 
travelers  for  the  reasonable  costs  of  their  travel.  This  recommendation 
should  also  be  applicable  to  the  maximum  per  diem  rate  for  consul¬ 
tants  and  others  employed  on  an  intermittent  basis.  These  individuals 
have  been  authorized  the  same  per  diem  maximum  in  the  past  as 
Government  officers  and  employees. 

“In  supporting  the  $22  maximum  we  recognize  that  some  employees  | 
will  incur  expenses  in  excess  of  $22  per  day.  This  may  be  attributable  ' 
in  some  instances  to  the  personal  desires  of  the  employee.  In  other 
instances  it  will  be  unavoidable.  Frequently,  however,  such  experiences 
will  be  offset  by  other  travel  experiences  where,  because  of  special  hotel 
rates  or  other  circumstances,  the  per  diem  authorized  is  greater  than 
the  subsistence  costs  incurred.  In  the  overall,  the  situation  in  which  the 
$22  rate  will  be  exceeded  should  be  infrequent,  and  where  they  occur 
and  are  significant,  the  Government  traveler  may  be  reimbursed  on 
an  actual-expense  basis  in  accordance  with  the  Standardized  Govern¬ 
ment  Travel  Regulations  up  to  the  statutory  maximum. 

“It  should  be  noted  that  an  increase  in  the  maximum  per  diem  rate 
to  $22  per  day  should  not  result  in  a  flat  increase  for  all  Government 
travelers.  As  a  maximum  rate  for  payment  of  travel  expenses  in  lieu 
of  actual  subsistence,  the  highest  rate  should  be  authorized  only  when 
expenses  are  expected  to  approximate  the  maximum.  Where  experience 
has  shown  that  actual  subsistence  expenses  of  Government  travelers  in 
certain  circumstances  are  less  than  the  maximum  amount  per  day,  a 
lesser  per  diem  should  be  authorized.  Many  agencies  have  established 
per  diem  schedules  which  reflect  such  considerations.  We  would  ex-  . 
pect  agencies  to  continue  to  emphasize  the  need  to  authorize  per  diem  ( 
rates  that  bear  a  reasonable  relationship  to  the  actual  expenses  of  in¬ 
dividual  travel. 

“With  respect  to  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  Government  travelers  on  an  actual  expense  basis,  agencies  in 
1967  were  asked  to  provide  typical  experiences  where  subsistence  costs 
on  an  actual  expense  basis  exceeded  the  $30  maximum  per  diem.  The  re¬ 
sponse  showed  that  very  little  travel  was  performed  under  this  author¬ 
ity  and  most  was  adequately  compensated  for  within  the  present  $30 
maximum.  However,  there  were  instances  where  reimbursement  was 
not  adequate  and  these  were  sufficient  to  support  an  increase  in  the 
maximum  for  travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District 
of  Columbia.  In  1967  we  recommended  an  increase  from  $30  to  $35 
per  day.  In  view  of  current  cost  data  we  believe  this  maximum  should 
be  increased  to  $40  per  day. 

“For  the  actual  expense  method  involving  travel  outside  of  the  48 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  we  recommend  an  increase  from 
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$10  to  $18  to  be  added  to  the  applicable  per  diem  rates  to  arrive  at  a 
maximum  allowance  for  a  particular  location.  This  amount  would  be 
in  keeping  with  the  differential  recommended  above  for  the  actual 
expense  method  within  the  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
same  differential  is  justified  since  the  maximum  per  diem  rates  for 
use  outside  the  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  are  reviewed 
periodically  and  adjusted  where  appropriate  to  keep  abreast  of  changed 
economic  conditions  from  a  travel  standpoint.” 

With  respect  to  the  per  diem  for  mobile  postal  employees  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  we  simply  say  about  that,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  believe  an  increase  from  $9  to  $17  is  justified.  In  view  of  the 
chairman’s  statement,  I  think  we  need  not  go  further  into  that  matter 
at  this  time,  and  we  also  understand  that  the  Court  of  Military  Ap¬ 
peals  travel  has  been  taken  care  of  by  Public  Law  90-340,  so  I  will 
omit  the  paragraph  that  says,  in  effect,  that  we  believe  that  they  should 
have  the  same  allowances  as  other  travelers. 

\  “We  estimate  that  an  increase  in  the  maximum  per  diem  rates  as 
jrecommended  above  would  add  approximately  $27  million  to  the  an¬ 
nual  cost  to  civilian  agencies  for  official  travel  within  the  contiguous 
48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  If  the  legislation  is  enacted, 
we  will  expect  the  executive  agencies  to  absorb  the  increased  costs 
within  available  appropriations. 

“If  amended  as  recommended  above,  we  would  favor  enactment 
of  H.R.  337.” 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Jones. 

Mr.  Jones.  Now  with  respect  to  these  figures,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  go  on  for  just  a  moment,  I  think,  perhaps  it  might  be  of  some 
interest  to  the  committee  to  understand  what  kind  of  a  sample  we 
really  had  here,  with  respect  to  hotels  and  restaurants.  We  used  a 
three-level  classification :  best  but  not  luxury,  average,  and  below 
average. 

An  inquiry  was  made  as  to  the  lowest  and  highest  price  of  a  single 
room  with  bath.  This  sample  included  195  hotels,  approximately  65 
in  each  city  size  group.  We  believe  that  desirable  accommodations  for 
Government  travelers  will  be  found  within  the  range  of  prices  offered 
as  the  highest  rate  in  average  hotels  and  the  lowest  rate  in  best  but  not 
luxury.  An  average  of  these  rates  was  the  $10.90  figure  that  I 
-referred  to. 

A  similar  approach  was  followed  with  respect  to  a  sample  of  the 
cost  of  meals  which  were  obtained  from  800  restaurants  again  rated  as 
best,  average,  and  below  average.  An  average  cost  for  breakfast,  lunch, 
and  dinner  totaled  $6.79. 

Using  price  ranges  considered  desirable  for  Government  travelers, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census  then  showed  daily  expense  of  $17.78  to  which 
a  10-percent  allowance  of  $1.78  should  be  added  for  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses.  bringing  the  total  daily  subsistence  to  $19.56. 

Additional  support  for  the  recommendation  came  from  data  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  American  Hotel  &  Motel  Association  from  informa¬ 
tion  supplied  by  the  hotel  accounting  firms  of  Harris,  Foster  &  Co. 
and  Horwath  &  Horwath,  the  accounting  firms  which  specialize  in 
business  analysis  for  hotels,  specified  a  $10.14  average  for  clients’  hotels 
in  113  cities,  and  similar  data  gathered  on  a  five-State  basis  averaged 
$10.90.  These  hotel  rates,  plus  an  amount  for  meals  and  miscellaneous, 
gave  a  total  subsistence  falling  under  $20.  Since  then,  as  we  have  indi- 
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eatecl,  there  has  been  this  increase  of  10  to  11  percent,  and  on  that  basis 
and  again  rounding  we  figure  that  $22  is  an  adequate  amount  for  the 
authorization  in  the  bill  under  consideration. 

In  short,  then,  sir,  as  things  now  stand,  since  19G1,  we  have  had  a 
maximum  per  diem  of  $1C>,  $9  for  the  postal  clerks,  $15  for  the  military 
judges,  a  ceiling  of  $30  for  actual  expenses  in  the  United  States,  plus 
an  additional  $10  to  the  applicable  per  diem  for  foreign  travel. 

In  the  recommendation  made  last  year,  in  the  bill  which  passed  the 
House,  those  figures  were  respectively  $20,  $15,  $20,  $35,  and  $15.  We 
are  now  proposing,  sir,  that  they  be  increased  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent,  so  that  the  maximum  per  diem  would  be  $22,  for  the  postal 
clerks  $17,  the  military  judges  $22.  The  actual  expense  ceiling  in  the 
United  States  $40,  and  the  actual  foreign  expense  ceiling  $18  plus  the 
applicable  per  diem. 

That,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think,  gives  the  picture  as  the  Budget  Bureau 
sees  it,  and  we  thought  that  we  had  the  obligation  to  present  to  you 
as  fairly  and  objectively  as  we  could  the  exact  figures  which  we  have 
computed  from  our  studies  with  the  cooperation  of  the  other  agencies. 
I  will  be  glad  to  answer  questions. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you. 

Congressman  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Jones,  I  assume  from  the  fact  you  are  testifying 
on  this  matter  this  has  the  direct  concurrence  of  the  Budget  Bureau 
in  the  Nixon  administration. 

Mr.  Jones.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown.  Do  you  have  any  estimate  of  the  cost  that  this  repre¬ 
sents  in  increased  expenses? 

Mr.  Jones.  I  think  we  would  estimate  that  the  costs  for  the  civilian 
agency  part  of  this  thing  would  be  somewhere  between  $20  and  $30 
million. 

Mr.  Brown.  Per  year  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Brown.  And- — — 

Mr.  Jones.  This  is  the  added  cost. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes;  the  additional  cost. 

Mr.  Jones.  The  additional - 

Mr.  Brown.  Would  be  between  $25  and  $30  million  a  year? 

Mr.  Jones.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Browtn.  Do  you  really  anticipate  that  the  executive  agencies 
will  absorb  the  increased  costs  within  their  available  appropriations? 

Mr.  Jones.  I  think  that  is  not  an  unreasonable  assumption  in  most 
agencies,  Mr.  Brown.  Take  in  our  own  case,  for  example,  this  would 
add  about  $15,000  to  the  costs  of  the  Budget  Bureau's  travel,  and  I 
believe  on  the  basis  of  our  experience  extending  backward  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  about  10  years  that  we  could  absorb  that  kind  of  additional 
cost  without  any  difficulty  at  all.  Of  course,  we  are  a  small  agency.  We 
have  only  500  employees.  But  we  do  do  on  the  average,  I  think,  man 
for  man,  considerably  more  than  the  average  travel  of  the  normal 
agency. 

Mr.  Brown.  Where  does  the  bulk  of  this  expense  come  from?  What 
branch  or  agency  or  department  would  it  fall  in  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Well,  leaving - 

Mr.  Brown.  The  Defense  Department? 
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Mr.  Jones.  Leaving  the  Post  Office  out  of  the  picture,  there  is  a  very 
substantial  amount  of  transportation  costs  which  occur  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  in  the  three  major  departments. 

Mr.  Brown.  What  percent  would  that  be  of  the  $30  million  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Within  the  Department  of  Defense  what  percentage 
would  they  have?  I  am  not  sure  whether  I  have  that  figure.  I  know  I 
don’t  have  it  in  my  head,  Mr.  Holden  may  have  it  here.  Do  you  have 
i  any  breakdown  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  let's  take  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  an  example 
I  where  3rou  are  going  to  have  an  additional  expense  of  $15,000.  Where 
would  that  money  come  from,  Mr.  J ones  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  That  would  come  from  our  normal  salaries  and  expenses 
appropriation  within  which  we  justify  a  certain  amount  each  year  for 
travel. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  not  sure  I  understand.  Where  are  you  going  to 
save  $15,000  to  absorb  the  $15,000  additional  costs  that  you  will  have 
lyis  a  result  of  this  legislation? 

V  Mr.  Jones.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  I  do  not  believe  that  in  the 
normal  year  the  precision  of  our  estimate  for  travel  costs  is  such  that 
we  could  correctly  say  that  we  are  always  financed  exactly  on  what  we 
need  for  travel  in  any  given  year.  We  have  tended  over  a  period  of 
time  to  sort  of  balance  this  out  over  about  a  2-  or  3-year  span.  Some 
years  we  don’t  have  quite  enough  for  travel  and  have  to  transfer  some 
from  other  accounts.  Other  years  we  can’t  get  as  many  people  into  the 
field  for  inspection  trips,  and  so  on,  and  we  tend  to  have  a  little  bit  of 
an  underrun. 

Mr.  Brown.  Are  you  telling  me  that  there  is  that  much  fat  in  the 
budget  that  you  have  for  this  year  to  squeeze  out  $15,000  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  the  Defense  Department  will  probably  squeeze  out 
several  million  dollars  to  cover  the  additional  payments;  is  that  what 
you  are  saying  ? 

Mr.  Jones.  Not  at  all.  No,  sir.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  most  agencies 
when  they  prepare  their  travel  estimates - 

Mr.  Brown.  Overestimate? 

Mr.  Jones.  No;  they  don’t  overestimate  at  all.  Travel,  like  some 
other  objects,  are  prepared  on  the  basis  of  average  expense,  and  when 
ifiyou  know  that  there  is  an  increased  cost  coming  down  the  road  that 
you  can  schedule  your  travel  and  other  expenses  in  such  a  wav  that 
within  a  percentage — which  is,  in  this  case,  about  10  under  our  rec¬ 
ommendation— they  can  probably  be  absorbed  without  asking  for 
;  more  money. 

Now  there  may  be  some  places  that  this  could  not  be  done,  and  in 
those  cases  of  course  the  Bureau  would  entertain  the  necessary  supple¬ 
mental  estimate  from  the  agencies  and  take  that  into  account. 

Mr.  Brown.  So  this  is  possible.  It  will  come  from  absorption  but 
may  come  from  additional  budgeting  in  some  cases;  is  that  what  you 
1  are  saying? 

Mr.  Jones.  What  I  am  saying,  I  think  in  some  cases  additional 
budgeting  will  be  necessary  and  will  be  recognized  as  such  but  there 
i  will  be  a  strong  effort  made  to  absorb  this,  particularly  at  this  time 
when,  as  the  Congressman  knows,  we  are  operating  under  very  strict 
personnel  ceilings,  with  a  three  out  of  four  replacement  on  full-time 
permanent  people.  We  hope  that  we  can  effect  enough  economies  so 
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that  at  least  in  the  next  fiscal  year  xve  would  not  have  to  ask  for  addi¬ 
tional  appropriations  from  the  Congress  to  take  care  of  this  added 
expense. 

Mr.  Brown.  In  some  cases  you  are  operating  under  expenditure 
limitations  and  this  brings  me  to  the  point  of  the  conclusion  of  my 
questions,  you  are  operating  under  expenditure  limitations  put  on 
by  the  Congress.  The  money  will  come  out  of  substantive  programs. 

Mr.  Jones.  In  some  agencies  it  will  come  out  of  substantive  pro¬ 
grams,  but  in  some  agencies  it  will  come  just  out  of  the  standard 
salaries  and  expenses  type  of  appropriation. 

Mr.  Broavn.  But  in  some  agencies,  because  of  the  expenditure  budget 
it  will  be  required  that  this  come  out  of  substantive  programs;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Jones.  That  is  correct.  There  would  be  some  reprograming;  yes. 

Mr.  Broavn.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very,  very  much,  Mr.  Jones. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  F.  Griner,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Carl 
Sadler  and  Mr.  James  H.  Lynch. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  F.  GRINER,  NATIONAL  PRESIDENT,  AMERI¬ 
CAN  FEDERATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES,  AFI^CIO; 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  CARL  K.  SADLER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRE¬ 
SENTATIVE;  AND  JAMES  H.  LYNCH,  ASSISTANT  LEGISLATIVE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

Mr.  Griner.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  for  the 
purpose  of  the  record,  on  my  right  is  Mr.  Carl  Sadler,  our  director  of 
legislation,  and  on  my  left  is  Mr.  Jim  Lynch  who  is  assistant  director 
of  legislation. 

The  American  Federation — - — 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  If  I  could  ask  your  indulgence,  in  view  of  the  hour 
and  our  earnest  desire  to  pursue  this  matter  to  a  conclusion  today,  do 
you  think  we  might  include  your  statement  in  the  record  and  you  might 
summarize  the  salient  points  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Griner.  I  would  be  glad  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Without  objection  the  statement  shall  be  included 
in  the  record. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Griner  folloAvs:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  John  F.  Griner,  National  President.  American 
Federation  of  Government  Ejiployf.es 

Tlie  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  appreciates  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  appearing  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reor¬ 
ganization  to  testify  in  favor  of  II. R.  337.  a  bill  introduced  by  Representative 
Rosenthal  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government  traveling  on  official  business  from  $16  to  $25.  The  interest 
of  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  Representative  Blatnik,  to  obtain  appro¬ 
priate  per  diem  reimbursement  to  Federal  employees  for  out-of-pocket  expenses  in 
carrying  out  their  duties  is  especially  well  known  to  us. 

We  endorse  this  bill  without  reservation  and  we  wish  to  take  this  occasion  to 
express  our  deepest  appreciation  to  this  subcommittee,  its  parent  committee  and 
the  House  of  Representatives  for  having  passed  last  year  II.R.  13738,  a  measure 
which  would  have  increased  per  diem  payments  from  $16  to  $20.  Unfortunately, 
because  the  other  body  did  not  act,  that  bill  never  became  law. 
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Before  continuing  our  presentation,  I  should  like  to  observe  that  H.R.  13738 
was  itself  already  antiquated  even  before  it  passed  the  House  because  of  the  very 
rapid  inflation  which  has  been  taking  place  in  the  last  2  years.  H.R,  13738  was 
predicated  on  the  supposition  that  the  1966  costs  would  remain  valid  for  a  long 
period  of  time.  As  we  indicated  in  our  testimony  in  late  summer  1967  before  this 
very  subcommittee,  a  per  diem  of  $20  would  prove  to  be  woefully  inadequate  in 
the  economic  conditions  of  1969  and  1970. 

Because  the  last  adjustment,  to  $16  per  day  maximum,  occurred  8  years  ago, 
I  should  like  to  invite  your  attention  to  the  most  recent  statistics  of  the  American 
Hotel  and  Motel  Association  of  what  has  happened  to  hotel  and  motel  rates  in 
that  interval.  Since  1959,  the  American  Hotel  and  Motel  Association  shows  the 
following  increase's  in  representative  cities : 

Percentage 


City :  increase 

Houston _ 63.7 

New  Orleans _ 50.9 

San  Francisco _ 40.6 

Minneapolis _ 36.8 


Our  organization,  exceeding  300.000  Federal  employees  and  representing  more 
than  500.000  in  exclusive  recognition  contracts,  has  members  in  every  department 
and  agency  of  the  Federal  Government,  located  in  every  State  of  the  Union  and 
in  almost  every  country  overseas.  Consequently,  we  know  from  them  what  travel 
expenses  are. 

In  just  the  same  way,  we  are  aware  that  case  after  case  is  known  also  to  the 
Federal  authorities  where  the  cost  of  hotel  or  motel  accommodations  alone  ex¬ 
ceeds  $16,  the  maximum  allowable  under  present  statutes.  The  per  diem  discrep¬ 
ancy  is  especially  great  in  those  areas  where  the  amount  of  new  travel  volume 
is  increasing  the  fastest,  such  as  the  areas  around  Houston,  Cape  Kennedy,  in 
large  metropolitan  districts,  and  in  those  sections  of  the  country  most  directly 
involved  in  the  support  of  the  United  States  undertakings  in  Vietnam,  such  as 
Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco. 

To  give  the  subcommittee  further  samples  of  very  recent  experiences,  one  of 
our  members  paid  $21  for  room  and  $1.05  tax  for  a  room  outside  Los  Angeles, 
Calif.;  a  second  paid  $19  for  a  room  in  San  Francisco;  during  a  recent  con¬ 
ference  here  in  Washington,  several  of  our  members  paid  in  excess  of  $20  and. 
with  all  the  assistance  of  our  administrative  staff,  we  could  not  find  a  single 
adequate  room  in  Washington  for  less  than  $17. 

Moreover,  local  taxes  from  3  to  5  percent  are  now  becoming  a  general  practice 
in  the  hotel  and  motel  industry,  adding  a  further  cost  of  from  $0.50  to  $1  to  the 
stated  basic  hotel  room  cost,  bringing  room  rent  costs  to  $18.50  to  $19.  Projecting 
the  figures  only  to  the  end  of  this  year,  it  appears  that  room  rents  plus  taxes 
will  soon  be  taking  up  between  $18  and  $22  of  travel  cost  per  day  in  many  of  the 
most  active  areas  where  Federal  employees  must  work  as  transients  on  official 
business. 

Even  if  one  were  to  limit  the  cost  of  three  meals  to  a  frugal  $7  per  day,  it 
would  appear  that  the  only  figure  which  is  a  realistic  maximum  for  per  diem 
is  precisely  the  one  Representative  Rosenthal  included  in  his  bill.  And  if  inflation 
continues  in  1969  and  1970  as  it  has  in  the  last  2  years,  even  $25  per  day  will  be 
inadequate  2  years  hence. 

A  factor  often  overlooked  in  calculating  travel  expenses  is  the  increase  of  per¬ 
sonal  laundry,  dry  cleaning,  and  other  shoe  and  clothing  expenses.  In  the  8-year 
interval  since  the  last  per  diem  increase,  these  have  gone  up  approximately  35 
percent  and  the  increases  in  the  last  few  months  are  accelerating. 

We  believe  the  statistics  should  be  allowed  to  speak  for  the  record.  They  all 
show  that  per  diem  increases  are  long  overdue,  and  the  new  maximum  rate  cannot 
be  set  realistically  lower  than  $25  per  day. 

We  most  earnestly  request  very  early  action  on  this  bill  because  of  our 
experience  that  unless  the  figure  selected  is  realistic,  pressures  will  arise  imme¬ 
diately  for  the  passage  of  a  new  per  diem  bill.  As  we  now  know,  the  previous 
bill,  which  was  passed  in  1961,  became  antiquated  as  far  back  as  1965;  and.  since 
that  time,  there  has  been  a  continuous  undertow  of  Federal  employee’s  complaints 
and  unrest  because  of  the  unrealistic  per  diem  rate.  This  harms  morale  much 
more  seriously  than  is  realized ;  and,  in  the  end,  it  costs  the  Government  more 
than  a  fair  per  diem  rate  would.  We  are  now  on  the  verge  of  a  situation  where 
Federal  employees  will  do  everything  to  avoid  official  travel. 
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A  further  important  consideration,  of  course,  is  that  statutory  per  diem  rates 
are  normal  maximum  rates  which  would  he  available,  but  not  expended,  unless 
needed.  As  the  subcommittee  is  aware,  agencies  can  and,  in  fact,  often  do,  pre¬ 
scribe  lesser  rates  of  per  diem  in  those  areas  where  the  cost  of  accommodations 
and  of  food  is  uniformly  less  than  in  more  expensive  regions  and  cities.  Thus,  the 
only  matter  at  issue  here  is  the  provision  of  a  legal  basis,  by  statute,  for  the 
payment  of  proper  per  diem  reimbursement  for  official  travel  in  high-cost  areas. 
The  proposed  per  diem  maximum  of  $25  is  long  overdue  when  it  is  seen  from  this 
perspective. 

Confident  that  this  subcommittee  will  accept  the  increases  in  H.R.  337,  which 
is  sponsored  by  one  of  its  own  members,  Representative  Rosenthal,  the  AFGE 
wishes  again  to  express  its  gratitude  for  this  opportunity  afforded  it  to  testify 
on  this  bill  so  important  to  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Griner.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  this 
organization  has  over  300,000  members  scattered  throughout  the  world. 
It  represents  over  500,000  members  under  exclusive  recognition;  so, 

[  believe  that  we  are  in  a  better  position  to  know  what  the  problems  are 
insofar  as  travel  and  per  diem  are  concerned  than  any  other  orga¬ 
nization.  A 

We  do  endorse  this  bill  without  reservation.  It  may  have  beenj 
unfortunate  last  year  that  the  bill,  which  increased  the  maximum  per 
diem  from  $16  to  $20  per  day,  did  not  become  law.  However,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  may  have  been  fortunate,  because  this  has  been  our 
experience,  that  it  takes  several  years  to  get  the  per  diem  bill  through 
Congress  and  get  an  increase,  and  certainly  the  last  increase,  I  believe, 
was  back  in  the  year  of  1961. 

I  would  like  to  call  your  attention  to  these  figures  that  since  1959 
the  American  Hotel  &  Motel  Association  shows  the  following  increases 
in  the  representative  cities. 

For  instance,  in  Houston  it  is  63.7  percent;  in  New  Orleans,  50.9 
percent;  San  Francisco,  40.6  percent;  and  in  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  it  is 
30.8  percent. 

Just  to  give  you  some  samples  of  what  our  people  are  having  to  pay 
for  hotel  rooms  alone,  one  of  our  members  paid  $21  for  a  room  plus 
$1.05  for  tax,  just  outside  of  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  which  amounted  to 
$22.05. 

A  second  paid  $19  per  room  in  San  Francisco.  And  during  a  recent 
conference  here  in  Washington,  where  we  thought  we  had  some  special 
rates,  we  had  to  pay  a  minimum  of  $17  per  day  for  our  people,  plus  tax.  it 

I  think  the  tax  is  one  of  the  things  we  have  overlooked  on  so  many" 
occasions,  because  in  most  every  State  of  the  Union  at  the  present  time 
we  have  a  tax  from  3  to  5  percent.  The  State  of  Louisiana,  for  instance, 
has  a  6-percent  tax,  which  is  adding  a  cost  of  anywhere  from  50  cents 
to  a  dollar  per  day  to  the  room,  which,  of  course,  is  taken  out  of  the 
per  diem. 

Another  factor  which  is  often  overlooked  in  calculating  the  increased 
travel  expenses  of  personnel  is  the  cost  of  personal  laundry,  dryclean¬ 
ing,  and  other  shoe  and  clothing  expenses.  In  the  8-year  interval  since 
the  last  per  diem  increase  these  costs  have  gone  up  approximately  35  ; 
percent  and  the  increases  in  the  last  few  months  are  accelerating. 

Also,  the  tips  which  must  be  taken  out  of  this  per  diem  have  gone  up 
from  a  normal  10  percent  to  a  normal  15  percent,  and  they  actually 
expect  more  than  that. 

We  most  earnestly  request  early  action  on  this  bill  because  of  our 
experience  that,  unless  the  figures  selected  are  realistic,  pressures  will 
arise  immediately  for  the  passage  of  a  new  per  diem  bill. 


11 


Mr.  Rosenthal.  We  are  going  to  try  to  act  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Griner.  You  can't  get  it  any  faster  than  that. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  What  is  your  position?  How  would  you  comment 
on  the  Budget  Bureau's  position  that  they  will  go  for  $22  rather  than 
$25  ? 

Mr.  Griner.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  that  we  have  justified  and 
can  justify  $25  as  an  absolute  minimum.  However,  let’s  say  this,  that 
the  $22  is  a  heck  of  a  lot  better  than  $16 ;  and  if  this  committee  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  feel  that  their  people  can  get  along  with  $22 
per  day,  and  yet  live  decently,  why,  of  course,  we  will  accept  what  we 
can  get  along  those  lines.  But,  I  don't  think  there  is  any  question  what¬ 
soever  but  that  $25  is  justified. 

There  is  one  statement  that  has  been  made  by  a  number  of  people  that 
I  would  like  to  call  to  your  attention,  too.  In  fact,  I  had  one  of  the 
committee  members  in  the  Senate  to  make  this  statement  to  me  last 
year,  that  if  we  don't  pass  a  per  diem  bill  there  will  be  less  travel. 
Maybe  they  are  correct;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Government  em¬ 
ployee  does  not  travel  because  he  wants  to  travel.  He  travels  because 
his  job  requires  him  to  travel  or  he  travels  because  he  is  ordered  to 
travel  by  his  superiors.  So,  I  can't  see  any  saving  in  that  line  of  work. 
Maybe  the  supervision  can  save  some  travel  by  ordering  less  travel, 
and,  of  course,  we  don't  condone  travel  without  cause.  But  certainly 
these  people  who  have  to  travel  should  not  be  called  upon  to  subsidize 
the  Government. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Griner.  Congressman 
Erlenborn?  Congressman  Brown? 

Thank  you  very,  very  much. 

Mi*.  Griner.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  McCart. 

STATEMENT  OE  JOHN  McCART,  OPERATIONS  DIRECTOR.  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  EMPLOYES’  COUNCIL.  AFL-CIO 

Mr.  McCart.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  supplied  the  subcommittee 
with  a  formal  statement,  and  in  view  of  your  request  that  we 
expedite  -  - 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Mr.  McCart,  with  your  permission  and  without  ob¬ 
jection,  your  full  statement  will  be  included  in  the  record.  Would  you 
tell  us  your  position  generally  concerning  the  $22  versus  the  $25  and 
anything  else  that  you  think  pertinent? 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  McCart  follows :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  the  Government  Employes’  Council,  ALF-CIO 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the  council  appears  today  to 
endorse  HR.  337.  Our  organization  has  as  members  35  AFL-CIO  unions  repre¬ 
senting  more  than  1  million  classified,  postal  and  wage  board  employees  in  various 
Federal  agencies. 

We  wish  first  to  express  our  gratitude  to  Representative  Benjamin  Rosenthal, 
the  author  of  H.R.  337,  and  to  you  and  your  colleagues  on  the  subcommittee  for 
arranging  this  hearing. 

Eight  years  have  elapsed  since  the  last  adjustment  in  the  maximum  per  diem 
allowance  for  Federal  employees  required  to  travel  as  part  of  their  official  duties. 
In  the  intervening  period,  the  cost  of  living  has  risen  sharply.  The  result  is  that 
today  we  find  Federal  employees  unable  to  maintain  themselves  adequately  while 
in  travel  status  on  the  maximum  $16  daily  allowance  now  in  effect.  In  ever-in- 
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creasing  numbers,  these  workers  sustain  financial  loss  because  of  the  failure  of 
the  allowance  to  keep  pace  with  rising  costs  of  living  away  from  home.  Thus,  this 
problem  merits  prompt  attention  by  Congress. 

We  are  fully  aware  that  this  subcommittee,  the  full  committee,  and  the  House 
acted  favorably  in  196S  on  H.R.  13738.  Unfortunately,  the  Senate  did  not  take 
similar  action. 

That  bill,  which  was  based  on  1966  data,  increased  the  maximum  per  diem  al¬ 
lowance  to  $20.  When  H.R.  13738  was  under  consideration,  the  council  justified  the 
need  for  establishing  a  maximum  $25  daily  allowance.  The  continuing  trend  in 
rising  costs  of  living  away  from  home  since  1966  fortifies  our  earlier  contention 
on  the  $25  figure. 

Results  of  the  council’s  research  prove  conclusively  that  if  Federal  employees 
do  not  secure  relief  in  this  field,  they  will  continue  to  suffer  financially  in  many 
cases,  and  will  actually  be  defraying  a  larger  portion  of  these  expenses  with  the 
passage  of  time. 

Honvath  &  Horwath,  a  recognized  accounting  firm,  publishes  annual  studies  of 
hotel  operations.  The  latest  report  available  covers  100  hotels  in  58  cities  in  1968. 
The  average  room  rate  for  hotels  with  more  than  600  rooms  was  $15.75. 

Another  nationally  known  accounting  company,  which  compiles  information  on 
hotel  rates,  is  Harris,  Kerr,  Forster.  For  300  representative  hotels  in  1967,  the 
average  rate  was  $14.2S.  Between  1962  and  1967,  alone,  rates  increased  by  25.4 
percent. 

The  American  Hotel  &  Motel  Association  has  supplied  the  council  with  these 
percentage  increases  in  typical  cities  in  the  period  1959-68 : 

Percent 

City  :  increase  City — Continued 

Boston  _ 36.  6  Philadelphia  _ 

Houston _ 63.  7  St.  Louis _ 

Minneapolis _ 36.  S  San  Francisco 

New  Orleans _ 50.  9 

Our  own  research  reveals  that  in  New  York  City,  the  cost  of  hotel  rooms  has 
risen  at  least  35.2  percent  from  1961  to  1968. 

The  current  per  diem  allowance  is  not  applicable  to  lodging  and  meals  alone. 
It  includes  tips,  telegrams,  telephone  calls,  laundry  and  drycleaning,  and  certain 
transportation  costs. 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  maintains  indexes  on  changes  in  prices  of 
restaurant  meals,  laundering  shirts,  and  drycleaning.  Here  are  the  results  of  their 
recent  studies  on  these  items  : 


Restaurant  meals  (1957-59=100)  :  Index 

May  1961 _ 107.4 

December  1968 _ 140.0 


Percent 

increase 

__  25.  5 
__  19.4 
__  40.  6 


Increase  ( percent) _  32.  6 

Laundry-shirts  (1963=100)  : 

December  1963 _ 100.  0 

December  196S _ 119.  9 


Increase  (percent) _  19.9 

Drycleaning  (1957-59=100)  : 

March  1961 _ 104.  2 

December  1968 _ 128.  0 


Increase  (percent) _  22.8 

If  we  confine  our  consideration  to  meals,  laundry,  and  dry  cleaning  in  hotels 
only,  the  increases  are  undoubtedly  higher. 

The  American  Hotel  &  Motel  Association  estimates  the  rise  in  the  cost  of 
meals  in  400  hotels  between  1959  and  1968  at  34.5  percent. 

To  you  gentlemen  of  the  subcommittee,  it  is  unnecessary  to  emphasize  the  rise 
in  tips  experienced  by  those  who  travel. 

Much  of  the  travel  undertaken  by  Federal  employees  is  to  military  installations 
and  resort  areas  for  business  purposes.  Thus,  high  costs  are  not  necessarily  con¬ 
fined  to  large  cities. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  does  not  require 
taxpayers  whose  daily  travel  or  entertainment  expenses  do  not  exceed  $25  to 
submit  an  itemized  accounting  of  these  expenses  with  their  tax  returns. 
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Under  a  revised  authorization  by  the  House  Administration  Committee,  effec¬ 
tive  July  1,  19(17,  members  and  committee  staff  are  permitted  a  daily  allowance 
of  $25  for  official  travel.  This  is  a  clear  indication  that  members  recognize  the 
necessary  costs  of  travel  have  increased  substantially  in  the  recent  past. 

Another  feature  of  H.R.  337  deserves  favorable  consideration  by  the  sul (com¬ 
mittee.  Section  3  permits  an  increase  from  $9  to  $15  in  the  daily  allowance  for 
postal  employes  assigned  to  road  duty  in  mobile  post  offices.  The  last  adjustment 
for  these  employes  occurred  in  1955.  In  light  of  our  earlier  comments  on  increased 
costs  experienced  by  Federal  employes  generally,  the  request  of  the  railway  postal 
clerks  is  compelling.  The  Council  endorses  the  position  advanced  by  the  United 
Federation  of  Postal  Clerks,  AFL-CIO,  on  the  bill. 

The  other  increases  contained  in  H.R.  337  for  unusual  travel  expenses  in  the 
United  States  and  outside  the  continental  limits  are  commensurate  with  the 
increase  we  advocate  for  ordinary  travel  in  the  States. 

In  connection  with  the  maximum  allowance  in  the  bill,  it  is  appropriate  to 
emphasize,  as  we  have  in  the  past,  that  travel  funds  should  be  available  to 
employes  who  visit  the  highest  cost  areas.  Agencies  are  authorized  to  pay  less 
than  the  maximum  where  the  evidence  indicates  that  course  is  justified.  However, 
where  a  rate  below  the  maximum  is  in  effect  that  rate  should  be  adjusted  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  any  new  daily  allowance  fixed  by  Congress. 

We  are  convinced  that  the  continuing  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  away  from  home 
warrants  early,  favorable  action  on  the  pending  bill.  The  Council  solicits  your 
assistance  in  correcting  the  current  situation,  which  requires  some  employes  to 
incur  a  financial  deficit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  deeply  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  discuss  with  you  a  bill 
which  has  great  significance  for  a  large  number  of  Federal  workers. 

Mr.  MoC  art.  You  will  recall  we  testified  on  this  legislation  in  19(17, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  presented  data  that  we  felt  fully  justified  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  $25  figure  in  your  bill  at  that  time,  H.R.  7113,  and  certainly 
the  need  has  not  grown  any  less  in  the  intervening  years. 

You  have  been  shown  figures  as  to  what  has  happened.  You  gentle¬ 
men  travel,  you  know  what  has  happened.  You  know  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  economy  with  respect  to  food  and  clothing  purchases.  You 
are  aware  that  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  doesn't  require  an  account¬ 
ing  of  daily  expense  allowances  of  less  than  $25;  you  are  aware  that 
the  House  Administration  Committee,  in  1907,  authorized  a  $25  ex¬ 
pense  allowance  without  accountability.  All  of  these  things  simply  add 
up  to  the  fact  that,  if  anything,  H.R.  337  today  is  a  more  moderate  bill 
than  it  was  when  it  was  originally  introduced  in  the  90th  Congress. 
And  so  we  strongly  urge  the  subcommittee  to  approve  the  bill  you  have 
introduced  as  introduced. 

The  need  is  great  and  it  is  just  growing  day  by  day  and  it  is  just  a 
shame  that  Federal  employees  are  required  to  subsidize  their  own 
official  travel  in  behalf  of  their  Government.  And  that  is  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  today  in  more  and  more  cases. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  the  approval  of  the  subcommittee,  I  hope  that 
we  can  dispose  of  this  matter  early,  so  that  action  can  be  taken  in  the 
Senate,  which  unfortunately  was  not  taken  in  the  last  Congress. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very,  very  much.  Mr.  McCart.  Any 
questions  ? 

Mr.  Erlexborx.  Maybe  I  will  have  one  question. 

Mr.  McCart.  OK. 

Mr.  Erlexborx.  I)o  you  have  the  bill  before  you  ? 

Mr.  McCart.  No,  but  I  am  familiar  with  its  contents,  generally. 

Mi\  Erlexborx.  Section  1  makes  a  different  maximum  than  sec¬ 
tion  2.  Could  you  tell  me  the  difference  in  the  employees  that  are 
covered  by  those  two  sections. 

Mr.  McCart.  Well,  you  are  referring  to  the  $35  maximum  and  the 

$20. 
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Mr.  Erlenborn.  No,  the  $25  and  the  $20.  The  $25  maximum - 

Mr.  Henderson.  There  was  a  typographical  error. 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  It  should  be  $25.  It  is  just  a  typographical  error. 
Mr.  McCart.  The  difference  in  any  case,  the  question  is  still 
pertinent - 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  What  are  the  two  classes  of  employees  ? 

Mr.  McCart.  Well,  the  difference  is  the  level  of  the  employee  who 
does  the  traveling.  An  employee,  for  example,  at  a  fairly  high  level 
who  must  attend  some  kind  off  a  convention  as  a  business  activity  or 
some  kind  of  a  conference  where  he  rubs  shoulders  with  similar  execu¬ 
tive  types  from  private  industry  must  stay  in  a  different  kind  of  hotel 
than  the  Federal  employee  who  normally  travels. 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  I  am  not  certain  that  you  understood  my  question 
properly.  There  are  two  sections  we  are  amending  here.  One  is  section 

5702  and  the  other  is  5703.  Now,  each  of  them  proposes  an  increase  of 
from  $16  to  $25  in  the  per  diem  reimbursement  and  an  increase  from 
$30  to  $35  in  the  maximum  reimbursement  based  upon  actual  expendi¬ 
tures,  and  I  think  you  are  talking  about  the  difference  between  the  $25 
and  the  $35. 

Mr.  McCart.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  What  I  was  wondering  is,  What  is  the  difference  in 
the  class  of  employees  that  are  covered  by  section  5702  and  those  in 

5703  ? 

Mr.  McCart.  I  can't  answer  that  question  technically,  Mr. 
Erlenborn. 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  I  am  advised  by  counsel  that  section  5702  is  for 
regular  full-time  employees,  and  section  5703  is  for  intermittent  em¬ 
ployees,  experts  and  consultants. 

Mr.  McC  art.  Yes. 

Mr.  E  rlenborn.  So  I  have  answered  my  question. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  McCart.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Congressman  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  witness  is  Dr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir. 

STATEMENT  OF  BEN  HINDEN,  LEGISLATIVE  AND  LEGAL  STAFF. 
NATIONAL  FEDERATION  OF  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  IIinden.  Dr.  Wolkomir  regrets  lie  cannot  be  here.  I  am  Ben 
Hinden  of  the  legislative  and  legal  staff  of  the  National  Federation  of 
Federal  Employees. 

You  have  the  statement  of  Dr.  Wolkomir,  which  I  will  not  read.  I 

would  just  like  to  call  to  your  attention - 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  We  shall  include  that  statement,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  in  the  record. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Wolkomir  follows :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir,  President,  National  Federation 

of  Federal  Employees 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  Nathan  T.  Wol¬ 
komir.  I  am  president  of  the  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees. 
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I  wish  to  state  that  our  organization  is  the  pioneer  of  all  independent  Govern¬ 
ment  employee  organizations.  The  NFFE  has  many  locals  and  members  in  virtu¬ 
ally  all  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 

1  am  here  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  express  our  strong  support  for  H.R.  337,  a 
very  worthy  measure  which  would  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for  employees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business.  An  employee, 
while  traveling  on  official  business  away  from  his  designated  duty  station,  is 
entitled  to  a  per  diem  allowance  for  travel  inside  the  continental  United  States 
at  the  present  time  of  a  rate  which  may  not  exceed  $16.  H.R.  337  would  increase 
this  rate  to  $25.  An  employee  may  be  reimbursed  for  actual  and  necessary  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  trip  under  existing  law  when  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance 
would  be  much  less  than  these  expenses  due  to  the  unusual  circumstances  of  the 
travel  assignment.  For  travel  inside  the  continental  United  States  the  rate  may 
not  exceed  $30  at.  the  present  time.  H.R.  337  would  increase  this  rate  to  $35  as 
well  as  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  plus  $15  for  each  day  of  travel  outside 
the  continental  United  States.  Increases  are  provided  under  H.R.  337  to  certain 
other  persons,  such  as  individuals  serving  without  pay  or  at  $1  a  year,  or  as 
experts  and  consultants. 

As  the  subcommittee  is  well  aware,  there  lias  been  since  1961,  the  year  when 
the  present  per  diem  rate  of  $16  was  set,  a  substantial  increase  of  subsistence 
expenses.  Every  year  the  prices  of  hotel,  food,  and  related  items  have  moved  up 
in  these  times  of  economic  prosperity  so,  that  the  present  per  diem  allowance 
!  today,  does  not  cover  the  subsistence  expenses.  Hotel  and  food  alone  bring  the 
daily  cost  way  above  the  present  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance.  1  have 
been  personally  acquainted  with  Federal  employees  who  have  been  called  upon 
to  do  extensive  traveling  for  the  Government  and  many  have  had  to  dip  into  their 
own  pockets  to  meet  normal  expenses  incurred.  This  is,  of  course,  manifestly 
unfair.  The  expectations  of  even  higher  prices  will  mean  that  those  who  travel  on 
official  business  for  the  Government  will  have  to  dig  even  deeper  in  their  pockets 
to  meet  normal  expenses. 

When  a  person  is  away  from  home  he  is  most  likely  to  incur  expense  for  long 
distance  telephone  calls  to  his  family  as  well  as  other  personal  expenses  which 
are  not  considered  in  connection  with  the  per  diem  allowance.  Yet,  lie  would  not 
be  incurring  these  expenses  if  he  were  at  home.  Such  personal  expenses  seem 
worthy  of  consideration  in  raising  the  rate  of  the  per  diem  allowance.  There  are 
a  number  of  instances  where  the  employee  does  not  receive  the  maximum  rate. 
This  occurs  when  the  department  or  agency  determines  a  lesser  amount  should  be 
paid.  Consequently,  employees  are  not  treated  uniformly  in  regard  to  the  per 
diem  allowance.  It  would  seem  that  a  fixed  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  would  be 
preferable  to  a  maximum  rate. 

I  wish  to  repeat  that  the  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees  supports 
this  bill  and  we  thank  the  subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views. 

Mr.  II index.  I  would  just  like  to  call  attention  to  one  point  in  that 
i  statement  and  that  is  that  we  recommend  that  there  be  a  fixed  rate 
of  per  diem  allowance  as  being  preferable  to  a  maximum  rate,  because 
we  have  received  information  concerning  a  number  of  instances  where 
the  employee  does  not  receive  the  $16  under  the  present  law.  This 
occurs  when  the  department  or  agency  determines  that  a  lesser  amount 
should  be  paid  since  all  employees  are  not  treated  uniformly  in  regard 
to  the  per  diem  allowance,  and  we  found  that  that  is  so  between  the 
high  grade  employees  and  those  in  the  medium  and  lower  grades  and 
so  we  would  recommend  a  fixed  rate  rather  than  a  maximum. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very,  very  much. 

Congressman  Erlenborn  ? 

Mr.  Erlenborn.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Vincent  E.  Jay,  accompanied  by  Mr.  E.  M. 
MacCutcheon  and  a  former  Congressman,  Congressman  Ramspeck. 

Mr.  Ramspeck,  we  are  very  glad  to  have  you  before  us  this  year  and 
we  are  very  honored  that  you  saw  fit  to  testify  in  support  of  this  bill. 
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STATEMENT  OF  VINCENT  E.  JAY,  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR,  FED¬ 
ERAL  PROFESSIONAL  ASSOCIATION ;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  E.  M.  Mac- 
CUTCHEON,  PRESIDENT;  AND  FORMER  CONGRESSMAN  ROBERT 
RAMSPECK 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  With  the  permission  of  the 
committee,  we  would  like  to  have  our  statement  made  a  matter  of 
record. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Jay  follows :) 

Statement  of  Vincent  E.  Jay,  Legislative  Director,  The  Federal  Professional 

Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  my  name  is  Vincent  E.  Jay,  legislative  director  of 
the  Federal  Professional  Association.  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  this  sub¬ 
committee  with  the  Honorable  Robert  Ramspeck,  the  consultant  to  this  associa¬ 
tion,  and  former  distinguished  Member  of  Congress  and  former  chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  and  also  with  E.  M.  MacCutcheon,  president  of  tin's 
association. 

Both  Mr.  Ramspeck  and  Mr.  MacCutcheon  have  done  much  traveling  for  the 
Government.  Mr.  MacCutcheon  continues  to  perform  much  official  travel  in  con¬ 
nection  with  his  official  duties. 

This  association,  founded  in  1962,  is  the  only  governmentwide  organization 
devoted  exclusively  to  matters  which  are  regarded  as  vitally  important  to  all 
professionals  in  the  Federal  service. 

We  represent  the  Federal  Professional  Association  whose  membership  is  com¬ 
posed  of  Federal  managers,  scientists,  engineers,  physicians,  lawyers,  educators, 
economists,  and  other  specialists  on  whom  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of 
the  public  business  very  largely  depends.  These  are  the  people  who  are  obliged  to 
spend  much  of  their  time  on  official  travel  and  who  find  that  an  increasing  amount 
of  it  is  at  their  own  expense. 

In  September  1967,  we  testified  before  this  subcommittee  in  support  of  II. R. 
7113,  a  bill  sponsored  by  Congressman  Rosenthal  to  increase  the  maximum  rate 
of  per  diem  allowance  for  Government  employees  traveling  on  official  business 
from  $16  to  $25  a  day,  and  the  maximum  amount  which  may  be  paid  under  unusual 
circumstances  from  $30  to  $45  a  day.  Eighteen  months  have  gone  by  since  then, 
during  which  hotel  and  restaurant  prices,  laundry,  and  drycleaning  costs,  taxicab 
fares,  and  all  of  the  other  costs  incidental  to  travel  have  continued  to  rise,  but  the 
per  diem  rates  remain  as  they  were  then. 

At  that  time,  the  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  an  agency  never 
noted  for  profligacy  with  public  funds,  testified  that  an  increase  in  the  per  diem 
rates  were  indeed  justified,  although  with  its  characteristic  ability  to  do  more 
with  a  dollar  than  anybody  else,  the  Budget  Bureau  thought  that  a  maximum  of 
$20  would  be  sufficient.  One  of  our  members  asked  the  Budget  Bureau  for  a  list 
of  the  hotels  and  restaurants  in  which  its  officials  were  able  to  subsist  in  reason¬ 
able  comfort  and  dignity  for  that  amount,  but  was  unable  to  procure  it. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  now  adopt  an  attitude  that, 
could  be  described  as  “more  reasonable,  although  not  generous.” 

We  have  conducted  an  informal  survey  of  our  members  and  find  that,  almost 
without  exception,  they  expect  to  pay  at  least  $10  a  day  for  necessary  expenses 
out  of  their  own  pockets.  This  is  not  because  they  insist  on  living  in  the  lap  of 
luxury.  As  a  rule,  we  are  not  found  in  the  best  suites  in  the  best  hotels,  except 
when  we  enter  them  to  do  business  with  our  private  enterprise  counterparts  who 
live  in  these  accommodations.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  we  do  need  to  be  close  to 
the  center  of  town  and  we  do  like  a  clean,  comfortable  room  with  enough  space 
to  spread  our  papers  out  so  we  can  refresh  our  minds  and  bring  our  facts  up  to 
date  before  we  go  into  conference.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  for  several  years 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  has  required  no  documentation  or  vouchers  for 
claims  of  travel  expenses  of  up  to  $25  a  day. 

Most  of  us,  of  course,  have  become  accustomed  over  the  years  to  paying  some 
of  the  costs  of  Government  business  and  have  generally  accepted  it,  along  with 
other  expenses  and  inconveniences,  as  part  of  the  price  for  holding  jobs  which 
constantly  challenge  our  professional  skills  and  knowledge  to  the  utmost  and  in 
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which  we  can  see  rewarding  achievement  from  time  to  time.  However,  as  the 
costs  of  maintaining  our  homes  and  families,  and  of  educating  our  children,  and 
of  maintaining  our  cultural  and  social  and  charitable  interests  have  continued  to 
rise,  we  find  ourselves  in  an  increasingly  uncomfortable  squeeze. 

Our  attention  has  been  directed  toward  this  situation  even  more  of  late,  be¬ 
cause  of  a  development  that  has  become  fairly  general  throughout  the  career 
service.  We  do  manage  to  recruit  bright  young  persons  in  spite  of  the  generally 
more  attractive  salaries  offered  by  industry,  but  we  tend  to  lose  a  great  many  of 
them  within  2  or  3  years,  before  they  have  acquired  our  sense  of  dedication  to 
Federal  programs,  as  they  compare  the  emoluments  of  their  former  classmates 
who  have  gone  into  industry  with  their  own  and  those  of  their  superiors  with 
the  superiors  of  their  colleagues.  And  high  on  the  list  are  the  travel  restrictions 
of  Government  executives.  They  see  their  former  classmates  occupying  the  com¬ 
fortable  first-class  seats  on  airplanes  as  they  pass  on  to  the  three-abreast  seating 
in  the  tourist  cabin.  They  put  up  in  small  rooms  in  hotels  on  the  fringe  of  down¬ 
town,  from  which  they  walk  several  blocks,  to  save  a  taxi  fare,  to  the  first-class 
hotel  or  office  building  in  which  their  meetings  will  take  place.  And  they  fight 
losing  battles  with  the  agencies’  accountants  and  legal  counsels  over  what  they 
consider  legitimate  expenses  which  they  incurred  in  travel  and  for  which  they 
seek  reimbursement.  So,  as  soon  as  their  initial  period  of  service  is  over,  they 
go  over  to  the  greener  pastures  and  the  Government  has  lost  another  promising 

)  administrator  or  professional  employee. 

From  the  discussion  that  has  gone  into  the  effort  to  increase  the  maximum 
rate  of  per  diem  by  $9,  one  might  think  that  there  was  a  great  deal  of  money 
to  be  made  from  it  by  Federal  employees  who  are  sharp  operators.  Isn’t  it 
rather  odd  to  suspect  that  a  man  or  woman  who  is  entrusted  with  responsibility 
over  large  amounts  of  public  funds,  and  with  the  conduct  of  complex  programs 
established  under  acts  of  Congress,  and  with  surveillance  over  important  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  economy,  might  gouge  the  Government  out  of  a  dollar  or  two  wrhen 
one  travels  on  official  business?  Does  anyone  really  conceive  that  it  might  be 
possible  to  chisel  that  much  out  of  a  $25  per  diem  ? 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  other  point  I  would  like  to  make :  More  and  more  Federal 
executives  and  professionals  resent  any  insinuation  that  they  are  somehow  dif¬ 
ferent — in  their  tastes,  in  their  habits,  in  their  emotions,  in  their  private  lives — 
from  other  men  and  women.  We  are  reminded  constantly  of  the  average  taxpayer, 
but  we  too  are  taxpayers,  and  are  perhaps  even  more  alert  to  waste  wherever  it 
exists,  and  to  where  savings  can  be  made,  than  our  severest  critics.  Our  official 
travel  is  regarded  by  many  as  boondoggles,  instead  of  the  reluctant  sacrifice  of 
our  own  time — nights,  weekends,  and  holidays — which  we  would  much  prefer  to 
spend  with  our  families  and  friends.  Our  travel  vouchers  are  regarded  with 
suspicion,  w’hereas  we  may  have  borne  personally  as  much  as  half  of  the  cost 
doing  the  Government’s  business  away  from  our  home  office  or  station. 

In  fact,  if  we  thought  it  were  at  all  attainable,  FPA  wrould  be  testifying  in 
favor  of  eliminating  the  ceiling  on  per  diem  entirely,  since  we  must  turn  in  our 
vouchers  and  justify  our  expenses  under  any  circumstances.  The  existence  of  a 
limit  of  whatever  amount  prevents  an  agency  head  from  the  exercise  of  man- 
)  agerial  judgment  whenever  flexibility  might  be  in  order. 

Accepting  the  fact  that  some  ceiling  on  per  diem  rates  will  be  imposed,  we 
support  the  rates  in  H.R.  337  now  under  consideration  as  an  essential,  minimal 
step  toward  fair  dealing  with  the  Government’s  career  employees. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  express  our  viewpoints 
about  an  important  aspect  of  the  w'orklife  of  many  Federal  professionals. 

Mr.  Jay.  In  summary,  we  support  this  legislation  wholeheartedly. 
The  members  of  this  association  are  mostly  people  who  do  the  travel¬ 
ing  in  the  Federal  service.  They  are  the  professional  people,  the 
lawyers,  engineers,  and  doctors,  and  so  forth.  And  we  found  that  agen¬ 
cies  vary  considerably  in  how  they  adjudicate  the  traveling  expense. 
Many  of  the  professionals  are  not  even  aware  that  there  is  a  maximum 
that  they  can  apply  for,  and  we  would  hope  that  the  bill  might  go  as 
high  as  $30  rather  than  $25  as  the  minimum,  and  $50  maximum,  rather 
than  the  $45  provided  in  the  bill. 

The  travel  figures  that  were  presented  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
we’re  fully  aware  of  these  figures.  However,  the  figures  that  are  given 


18 


to  us  by  our  members  who  travel  vary  considerably  from  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  figures.  I  think,  we  must  remember  that  these  statistics 
are  taken  from  an  average. 

Whereas  these  people  are  required  to  travel  during  sometimes  when 
there  are  conventions  in  town,  and  where  the  rates  vary  considerably. 
I  don't  know  anything  more  flexible  than  the  hotel  rates  in  this 
country.  They  are  very  flexible.  I  think  one  of  the  recent  experiences 
is  right  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia  when  we  had  an  inauguration, 
where  the  hotel  rates  jumped  by  a  large  pei’centage  and  this  has  a  great 
deal  of  effect  on  the  people  who  are  expected  to  travel  when  these 
sorts  of  things  take  place  in  a  city  when  they  are  traveling. 

One  other  point  that  we  would  like  to  make  and  that  is  with  regard 
to  the  manner  in  which  professionals  travel.  We  feel  that  professionals 
ought  to  be  able  to  travel  first  class ;  that  this  is  a  matter  of  morale,  a 
matter  of  prestige  in  the  career  service:  and  that  we  would  hope  that 
in  this  legislation  we  could  have  an  amendment  that  agencies  will  be 
asked  to  encourage  their  professional  employees  to  travel  first  class. 

This,  in  summary.  I  think,  includes  all  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  When  you  talk  about  first  class,  you  don’t  mean  in 
an  airplane  they  have  to  go  first  class  rather  than  tourist. 

Mr.  J  at.  Yes;  if  it  is  appropriate.  Now  there  may  be  situations 
where  it  is  not  necessary  for  them  to  go  first  class. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  "Why  is  it  necessary  to  go  first  cl  ass  ? 

Mr.  Jay.  Well,  many  of  the  professional  employees  travel  with  rep¬ 
resentatives  from  industry,  contractors,  and  others  who  are  doing 
business  with  the  Federal  service.  They  always  travel  first  class. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  That  is  regrettable. 

Mr.  Jay.  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  That  is  regrettable. 

Mr.  Jay.  Well,  we  have  no  control  over  that. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  not  even  sure  it  is  accurate  that  representatives 
of  industry  travel  first  class. 

Mr.  Jay.  Generally,  right. 

Mr.  Erlenrorn.  Would  you  suggest  those  Federal  employees  who 
are  studying  poverty  and  hunger  should  travel  first  or  tourist  class? 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  OK. 

Mr.  Jay.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Well.  I  think,  you  know  it  is  incumbent  upon  any 
Federal  employee,  the  same  way  most  Congressmen  react.  My  prefer¬ 
ence  is  always  to  gef  a  tourist-class  ticket  wherever  it  is  possible  and 
I  am  sure  that  any  Federal  employee  will  do  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Jay.  It  is  the  practice  in  most  agencies  now  to  require  the  em¬ 
ployee  to  write  a  considerably  len'gthy  justification  for  first-class  travel. 
In  other  words,  first-class  travel  is  very  definitely  discouraged. 

Mr.  Brown.  May  I  just  ask  a  ouestion  about  the  reasons  for  first 
class  ?  "What  are  the  advantages  of  first-class  travel  over  tourist  travel  ? 
Mr.  Jay.  Well,  let  me - - 
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Mr.  Brown.  Tourist  class.  You  don’t  arrive  at  a  different  time. 

Mr.  Jay.  If  I  might  toss  that  to  our  national  president  who  has  done 
a  lot  of  travel  as  a  professional,  Mr.  MacCutcheon.  an  engineer. 

Mr.  MacCutcheon.  I  don’t  think  there  is  any,  what  vou  could  call 
practical  advantage  to  the  first-class  travel  per  se.  I  think  it  is  all 
part  of  a  larger  picture  in  terms  of  the  Federal  career  service. 
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In  the  agencies  in  which  I  have  served  we  have  attempted  to  get 
young  people  interested  in  careers  in  the  professional  activities  of  these 
agencies.  We  manage  to  get  the  young  people  in  all  right,  and  they 
start  looking  around  at  what  sort  of  provisions  are  made  for  the  senior 
people  in  the  organizations,  and  they  find,  generally  speaking,  that  the 
Government  employees  don’t  share  the  emoluments  that  are  available 
to  their  private  enterprise  counterpai'ts,  and  the  result  of  this  is  that 
we  very  frequently  lose  these  young  people.  They  go  into  private  in¬ 
dustry  where  they  feel  that  they  can  make  the  sort  of  life  they  want 
for  themselves,  and  very  frequently  these  are  the  more  intelligent,  more 
effective  candidates  for  career  service. 

I  think  it  is  just  one  of  these  sort  of  RHIP  things  that  is  important 
to  establishing  the  type  of  membership  in  our  Federal  career  service 
that  would  be  established. 

Mr.  Jay.  We  have  gone  a  long  way  since  we  used  to  have  a  separate 
career  service  from  professional.  If  you  may  recall  the  old  P  rating 
system,  the  professional  rating  which  did  a  good  deal  to  give  the  pro- 
I  fessionals  status  and  prestige  which  they  felt  were  appropriate  to  their 
field  of  study  and  their  profession  itself,  and  the  tendency  of  the  last 
20  years  has  been  to  supervise  and  adjust  the  conditions  of  employ¬ 
ment  for  everybody  according  to  the  lowest  common  denominator.  This 
has  been  a  great  detriment  to  retaining  the  best  people.  Those  that  go 
out  of  the  Federal  service  find  that  there  are  far  more  benefits  in  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise,  these  fringe  benefits  that  do  not  show  up  in  surveys.  In 
fact,  the  Brookings  Institution  did  quite  an  extensive  study  on  the 
image  of  the  Federal  service  and  pointed  out  a  lot  of  these  differentials. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  just  like  to  suggest  if  we  are  losing  people  be¬ 
cause  of  the  prestige  factor  of  not  being  able  to  travel  first  class,  maybe 
they  are  people  we  ought  to  lose  anyway. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  we  have  a  very  distinct  difference  in  the 
source  of  the  funds  which  pay  for  industrial  representatives  versus 
those  who  are  representative  of  the  Federal  Government.  That  is,  those 
who  are  representatives  of  the  Federal  Government  have  their  salaries 
and  their  offices  paid  by  taxpayers,  whether  willingly  or  not,  whereas 
those  in  industry  are  having  theirs  paid  primarily  by  customers.  This, 
too,  falls  eventually  on  the  taxpayer  when  the  Government  is  the 
customer.  But  if  we  had  a  taxpayer's  revolt,  I  would  not  like  to  be  a 
’  Federal  employee  riding  in  the  first-class  section,  because  I  think  maybe 
he  would  be  the  first  to  go.  Frankly,  I  think  the  Congress  has  already 
set.  some  bad  examples  in  its  own  pay  and  emoluments  and  many  of 
us  are  hearing  from  home  to  this  effect ;  so  I  doubt,  seriously,  if  this 
part  of  your  testimony  is  going  to  get  much  serious  attention.  But  per¬ 
haps  it  is  just  as  well  that  you  were  allowed  to  make  the  point  that 
you  have — prestige  of  Federal  service  for  professional  people  should 
be  high.  Certainly,  none  of  us  want  to  halt  that,  but,  again,  I  am  in¬ 
clined  to  think  prestige  can  be  high  in  terms  of  the  opportunity  for 
public  service  and  as  part  of  the  satisfaction  afforded  by  the  office 
without  the  first-class  travel  and  the  free  drinks. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Chairman  Ramspeck,  did  you  want  to  say 
something  ? 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don’t  think  I  can  add  anything 
very  much  to  it  without  repeating  what  I  said  to  this  committee  last 
year. 
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Mr.  Rosenthal.  That  was  very  persuasive  testimony,  because  you 
cited  your  own  specific  examples. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  I  would  request,  if  the  committee  agrees,  that  the 
testimony  I  delivered  last  year  on  this  subiect  be  included  in  this 
record. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Without  objection. 

(The  testimony  referred  to  follows :) 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  recently  had  some  experience  in 
traveling  at  Government  expense  as  a  member  of  the  Commission  which  the 
Congress  established  last  year  to  study  the  political  activities  of  Government 
personnel  under  the  Hatch  Act.  I  was  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
as  one  of  the  members  of  that  bipartisan  Commission  and  we  held  hearings  in 
Washington,  in  Atlanta,  in  Dallas,  in  Chicago,  in  Boston,  and  in  San  Francisco ; 
and  I  thought  it  might  be  of  interest  to  the  committee  for  me  to  give  you  the 
figures  of  what  I  spent.  We  were  not  limited  except  to  actual  expenses  under  the 
resolution  which  Congress  passed. 

In  Dallas  I  spent  2  nights.  The  hotel  bill  was  $28.84  and  I  had  four  meals 
there  which  cost  $9.16,  and  I  had  one  free  meal  as  a  guest  of  the  city  attorney 
of  Dallas.  So  the  average  per  day  was  $19. 

In  Chicago  we  spent  3  nights.  The  hotel  bill  was  $53.75.  I  had  eight  meals  there  ■ 
which  cost  $18.82,  a  total  of  $72.57,  an  average  rate  of  $24.19  per  day.  ™ 

In  San  Francisco  we  had  2  days  of  hearings.  The  hotel  bill  was  $32.20;  six 
meals  cost  $14.70 ;  an  average  of  $23.45  per  day. 

In  Atlanta  we  had  1  day’s  hearing.  I  was  there  2  nights.  The  hotel  bill  was 
$28.03,  three  meals  at  $6.72,  a  total  of  $34.75,  or  an  average  of  $17.37. 

In  Boston  we  had  1  day’s  hearing  and  for  personal  reasons  I  went  up  at  night 
and  spent  only  one  night  there.  I  got  in  there  late  and  didn’t  get  anything  to  eat 
on  the  plane.  I  had  to  eat  dinner  after  I  got  there  at  9  o’clock.  The  hotel  bill  was 
$13.30,  three  meals  there  at  $5.51,  for  a  total  of  $18.89,  and  also  had  one  free  meal 
as  a  guest  of  a  friend.  My  only  other  experience  in  traveling  for  the  Government, 
Mr.  Chairman,  was  when  I  was  Chairman  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
1951  and  1952.  I  made  a  trip  to  several  of  the  regional  offices  of  the  Commission — 
Seattle,  San  Francisco,  and  St.  Paul  and  one  or  two  other  points — and  that  trip 
cost  me  out  of  my  own  pocket  about  $250.  I  have  forgotten  what  the  allowance 
was  at  that  time,  but  it  was  not  as  high  as  it  is  now,  and,  of  course,  the  cost  of 
meals  and  lodging  was  not  quite  so  high.  But  I  was  gone  for  2  or  3  weeks  on  that 
trip  and  it  cost  me  some  money. 

So,  I  think,  under  the  present  conditions  that  the  $16  allowance  is  inadequate. 

I  recently  made  a  3,000-mile  automobile  trip,  a  personal  trip,  and  I  find  that 
even  motel  rates  have  gone  up.  It’s  not  often  you  get  one  for  less  than  $12  a  day 
and  some  of  them  cost  you  $16  and  $18  and  even  go  up  to  $20. 

Like  everything  else  in  this  world  we  live  in,  prices  seem  to  be  increasing  all 
the  time.  I  think  that  is  all  I  really  can  contribute  to  it.  I  do  want  to  make  one 
comment  which  grew  out  of  something  I  heard  here  this  morning.  I  don’t  think  a. 
Federal  employees  ought  to  be  treated  any  better  than  anybody  else,  but  not  any 
worse  than  anybody  else,  and  I  think  they  ought  to  be  paid  the  same  as  other 
people  and  they  ought  to  be  treated  just  like  the  taxpayers  whom  Mr.  Brown 
talked  about.  I  am  certainly  interested  in  that,  Mr.  Brown,  because  I  am  retired 
now  and  my  income  doesn’t  increase  any  more  as  inflation  comes  on.  I  hope  this 
committee  will  see  fit  to  raise  this  allowance  because  I  think  it’s  totally  inadequate 
under  present-day  conditions. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  I  endorse  the  statement  which  Mr.  Jay  has  filed,  and 
if  I  may  take  another  minute  to  give  Mr.  Brown  an  answer  to  criti¬ 
cism  he  is  getting,  he  says,  about  the  pay  increase.  I  served  16  years 
in  Congress  and  quit  because  I  couldn't  save  any  money.  The  first  year 
I  was  out  of  Congress  I  worked  for  a  trade  association  that  paid  me 
twice  as  much  salary,  plus  expenses,  and  I  was  able  to  save  $10,000 
that  year. 

Now  the  thing,  Mr.  Brown — and  I  served  with  your  father  whom  I 
had  great  admiration  for — the  thing  that  people  at  home  don't  under¬ 
stand  about  a  Congressman  is  he  has  got  no  expense  account.  All  of  his 


21 


expenses  come  out  of  that  salary,  and  that  is  why  I  think  the  increase 
that  you  have  just  recently  gotten  is  justified,  and  if  I  am  not  mistaken 
you  probably  spend  more  than  half  of  it  on  expenses  which  any 
private  employer  would  reimburse  you  for. 

Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Ramspeck,  I  have  the  greatest  respect  for  your 
views  and  for  you,  sir ;  and,  of  course,  you  are  quite  right  that  it  is 
expensive  to  hold  this  job  or  to  try  to  hold  it.  Even  were  it  not,  I  am 
sure  that  my  family  and  I  could  find  ways  to  spend  any  amount  of 
money  we  might  be  able  to  come  by.  But  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
there  are  times  when  restraint  is  called  for  by  all  members  of  our 
society,  including,  and  perhaps  particularly  including,  Members  of 
Congress  who  ought  to  provide  an  example.  My  own  thinking  is,  at 
this  time  when  inflation  seems  to  be  so  rampant,  perhaps  we  should  be 
an  example  for  others.  I  do  have  sympathy  in  this  problem  of  per  diem 
allowance  maximums,  and  think  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  take  some 
action  on  it.  I  am  sorry  that  I  can’t  share  your  views  about  the  bene¬ 
fits  to  be  derived  from  having  Federal  employees,  even  professionals, 
traveling  first  class  in  an  airplane.  When  the  opportunity  is  presented 
for  me  to  travel,  my  staff  is  instructed  always  to  make  my  reservations 
tourist  class.  If  the  only  reservations  left  are  first  class,  and  one  has  to 
get  there,  that  is,  of  course,  about  the  only  choice  one  has  and  I  think 
that  discretion  ought  to  be  allowed  for  a  governmental  agency. 

But  it  seems  to  me,  again,  those  of  us  who  are  in  the  Government 
service  ought  to  be  an  example  of  economy  rather  than  an  example  of 
the  seeking  of  prestige  status. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  Thank  you  very,  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Ramspeck.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Rosenthal.  We  have  no  further  public  witnesses.  The  subcom¬ 
mittee,  this  afternoon,  is  going  into  executive  session  to  act  on  the  bill 
that  we  have  held  hearings  on. 

(Whereupon,  at  3  :40  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  proceeded  into  executive 
session.) 
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H.  R.  337 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


January  3, 1969 

Mr.  Rosenthal  introduced  the  following-  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 


To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 


3  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”, 

5  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$35”, 

6  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

7  “$15”. 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
0  amended  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  “$20”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
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10 

11 

12 


“$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  3581  (d)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “$9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$15”. 

Sec.  4.  The  last  sentence  of  section  867  (a)  (1)  of  title 
fO,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“Upon  his  certificate,  each  judge,  while  attending  court,  or 
transacting  official  business  outside  the  District  of  Columbia, 
is  entitled  to  be  paid  all  necessary  traveling  expenses  and 
allowances  as  provided  for  each  Justice  or  judge  of  the 
United  States  under  section  456  of  title  28.”. 
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91st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  820 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  31, 1909 

Mr.  Harris  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 


To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”, 

5  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$50”, 

6  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

7  “$18”. 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
0  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  “$25”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
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1  “$50”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  “$18”. 

3  Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Ad- 

4  ministrative  Provisions”  in  the  Senate  section  of  the  Legisla- 

5  tive  Branch  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b),  is 

6  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

7  “$25”,  and  by  striking  out  “$30”,  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  “50”. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bill  to  provide  free  and  reduced-price  meals  for  neec 
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House  committee  reported  bill  to  increase  per  diem  travel  allowance.  Senate  commil 


te^  reported  Desolation  Wilderness  bill. 
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Senate  confirmed  Paarlberg  nomination  to 


HOUSE 


1.  CHILD  NUTRITION o  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  5l5,  to  amend  the  National  School 
LuncKAct  and  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966  (pp.  H1950-63).  The  committee 
report\summarizes  the  bill  as  follows:  "The  bill  amplifies  present  language... 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  which  requires  meals  to  be  served  wiidrout  cost 
or  at  a  reduced  cost  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.  The 
bill  requires  that  such  children  be  determined  by  a  systematic  plaiyapplied  to 
all  families'',  on  the  basis  cf  need  criteria. .  .Under  the  bill,  State/appropriated 
funds  for  the\chool  lunch  program  made  up  from  tax  sources  must/equal  at  least 
U  percent  of  thk  matching  requirements.  Every  other  fiscal  year  thereafter  the 
State  revenue  matching  requirement  would  be  increased  by  2  percent  until  the 
State  matching  requirements  reached  a  level  of  10  percent. ./authorizes  nutrition 
training  in  education. . .would  amend  appropriations  authorisations  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  and  xhe  Child  Nutrition  Act  to  permit  nox  to  exceed  1  percent 
of  the  funds  to  be  useckfor  grants  to  States  in  providing  nutritional  training  and 
education  for  program  participants  and  employees. • .would  permit  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  take  a  hard  look  at  some  of  the  competition  to  the  balanced 
meal  offered  within  schoolsxand  service  institution's"  and  "provides  flexibility 
to  the  Department  and  to  the  ^States  as  they  move  /toward  providing  a  fully  ade¬ 
quate  food  service  for  childrerf." 

Agreed  to  amendments  by  Rep.  Steiger  to  (IV force  State  revenue  to  be  used 
proportionately  between  regular  school  lunch/programs  and  special  school  lunch 
programs  and  (2)  require  cooperation  and  coordination  between  USDA  and  HEW  in 
the  development  of  nutrition  education  ana  training  in  schools  and  evaluation 
of  the  effectiveness  cf  food  programs  for  children  (pp.  K1961-3). 

2c  SPECIAL  MILK.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  R.  to  make  the  special 

milk  program  for  children  permanen1y(H.  Kept.  91-110).  p.  H1990 

3.  TRAVEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  337, 
to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  traveling  on  official  business  (H.  Rept.  91-111).  p.  H1990 


1*.  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  H.  R.  Ullj.8,  the  proposed  Water  Quality  Improvement  Act.  p.  D209 

5>.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS./  . Accepted  the  resignation  of  Rep.  Corbett  as  a  member  of  the 

House  Administration^  Committee  and  elected  Rep.  Hansen,  Ia^io,  as  a  member  of 
this  committee,  p/  H195>0 

60  EDUCATION.  Repj/Perkins  inserted  excerpts  from  testimonies  evaluating  the 

effectivenessyof  elementary  and  secondary  education  legislation.\  pp.  H1968-72 

7.  LUMBER  PRICES.  Rep.  Ttyatt  stated  the  reason  behind  the  building  material  price 

increase,/" particularly  as  it  applies  to  lumber  and  plywood  products\can  be 
linked  to  the  very  basic  functions  of  supply  and  demand1 * * * * * 7 8  and  suggested  \he 
introduction  of  "high  intensity  forest  management. . .involving  precommercial  and 
&cial  thinnings — reforestation  with  super  trees,  genetics,  and  f ertilization- 
ig  every  known  method  of  making  trees  grow  more  rapidly."  pp.  H197U-6 

8.  CENSUS.  Rep.  Charles  H.  Wilson  stated  that  as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Census  and  Statistics  he  intends  to  undertake  a  complete  examination  of  the 
"controversial  census  question  issue."  p.  H1979 
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MAXIMUM  PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE  FOR  GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEES 


March  20,  1969. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

)  - 


Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  337] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  337)  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for  employees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  “$25”  and  insert  “$22”. 

Page  1,  line  10,  strike  out  “$20”  and  insert  “$22”. 

Page  2,  strike  out  lines  3  through  12. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  337  is  to  amend  existing  travel  expense  legis¬ 
lation  for  Government  employees  to  increase  the  maximum  per  diem 
in  lieu  of  subsistence  and  the  maximum  amounts  which  may  be 
reimbursed  when  actual  expenses  are  paid  to  more  nearly  reflect  the 
costs  of  official  travel  at  the  present  time. 

The  bill’s  main  features  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  maximum  per  diem  allowance  is  increased  from  its 
present  rate  of  $16  to  $22  per  day.  The  specific  per  diem  will  be 
set  by  the  departments  and  agencies  based  on  the  nature  and 
destination  of  the  travel  and  such  other  factors  as  may  properly 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

2.  The  maximum  allowance  for  official  travelers  authorized  to 
be  paid  on  an  actual  expense  basis  is  increased  from  the  present 
$30  to  $35  per  day. 
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3.  Officials  traveling  in  foreign  countries  will  be  allowed  an 
additional  $15  per  day,  rather  than  the  present  $10,  above  the 
per  diem  set  by  the  State  Department  when  such  additional 
allowance  is  deemed  necessary. 

Hearings 

Hearings  were  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legis¬ 
lative  Reorganization  on  H.R.  337  during  which  officials  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  representatives  of  Government  employee 
organizations  testified  and  submitted  factual  data.  All  witnesses  agreed 
that  the  maximum  travel  allowance  should  be  increased.1 

Section-by-Section  Analysis  of  the  Bill 

Payment  of  travel  expenses  such  as  hotel,  food,  and  other  subsist¬ 
ence  costs  to  Government  employees  traveling  on  official  business  isj 
authorized  by  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949  and  subsequent  amend-" 
ments,  now  codified  in  sections  5701-5708  of  title  5  of  the  United 
States  Code.  The  pertinent  provisions  affected  by  H.R.  337  are 
sections  5702  and  5703.  The  act  provides  maximum  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  by  departments  and  agencies  and  it  was  not  anticipated 
by  the  Congress  that  the  maximum  would  be  set  for  all  travel.  Based 
on  the  expected  costs  of  the  particular  travel,  the  agencies  exercise 
their  discretion  to  set  rates  that  in  many  cases  are  lower  than  the 
maximum.  Overall  policies  and  regulations  are  made  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget. 

Section  1  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  raises  the  maximum  per  diem 
within  the  United  States  from  the  present  $16  to  $22  per  day.  Thus, 
where  a  department  or  agency  determines  that  the  expenses  to  be 
incurred  warrant  it,  any  amount  up  to  the  maximum  may  be  paid. 

Per  diem  is  the  customary  way  of  paying  travel  expenses  but  the 
law  provides  that  when  the  actual  expenses  of  a  trip  within  the  United 
States  are  greater  than  the  maximum  per  diem  due  to  the  unusual 
circumstances  of  the  travel  assignment,  the  employee’s  actual  and 
necessary  expenses  may  be  paid  up  to  a  present  maximum  of  $30  per 
day.  Thus,  when  the  unusual  circumstances  of  the  travel  or  conditions^ 
at  the  destination  result  in  costs  to  the  employee  that  exceed  the  per" 
diem,  he  may  be  paid  his  specific  oiit-of-pocket  expenses  up  to  $30 
per  day.  The  bill  increases  this  maximum  to  $35  per  day. 

When  traveling  in  foreign  countries,  travel  expenses  are  paid  on  the 
basis  of  a  per  diem  for  that  country  which  the  State  Department 
determines  is  adequate.  But  there  are  occasions  when  the  per  diem 
may  be  exceeded  by  the  expenses.  The  law  now*-  permits  the  payment 
of  an  additional  $10  above  the  per  diem  for  such  cases  if  accompanied 
by  unusual  circumstances.  This  bill  increases  the  $10  to  an  additional 
$15  per  day. 

Section  2  makes  the  same  changes  in  payment  of  travel  expenses  for 
intermittent  employees  of  the  Government  such  as  experts  and  con¬ 
sultants  as  have  been  made  for  the  regular  employees  by  section  1. 
Thus,  the  maximum  per  diem  they  may  be  paid  is  increased  from  $16 
to  $22  per  day.  Maximum  actual  expenses  within  the  United  States 

1  Hearings  on  H.R.  337  by  the  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  Subcommittee  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Mar.  19,  1969. 
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are  increased  from  $30  to  $35  per  day  and,  outside  of  the  United  States, 
from  the  $10  added  to  the  per  diem  to  $15  added  to  the  per  diem  for 
tire  country  involved. 

Sections  3  and  4  have  been  deleted  from  the  bill. 

Committee  Position 

This  bill  is  a  slightly  different  version  of  HR.  13738  which  passed 
the  House  in  the  90th  Congress  but  was  not  acted  upon  by  the  Senate. 
The  earlier  measure  called  for  an  increase  in  the  maximum  per  diem 
to  $20  per  day.  The  pending  bill  (H.R.  337)  calls  for  $22  per  day 
based  on  the  excalated  costs  of  travel  and  subsistence  in  the  past  2 
years.  The  results  of  studies  presented  to  us  during  our  hearings  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  clearly  substantiated  a  minimum  increase  in 
hotel  and  restaurant  costs  of  10  percent  since  our  1967  hearings  on 
which  the  earlier  $20  rate  was  based.  Studies  and  the  actual  experiences 
)  of  their  members  presented  to  us  by  the  representatives  of  Govern¬ 
ment  employee  organizations  showed  an  even  greater  increase.1 
Twenty-two  dollars  per  day  is,  therefore,  a  conservative  estimate  of  the 
average  cost  of  subsistence. 

We  support  this  legislation  as  a  matter  of  fairness  and  equity.  The 
maximum  per  diem  of  $16  per  day  was  established  by  legislation  in 
1961.  Incontrovertible  evidence  was  placed  before  us  that  necessary 
expenses  incident  to  official  travel  have  broken  well  through  this 
ceiling  in  the  years  that  have  intervened.  To  refuse  to  recognize  this 
fact  would  mean  that  the  Congress  would  require  Federal  employees 
who  travel  on  official  business  to  pay  a  portion  of  their  expenses  out  of 
their  own  pockets. 

In  1967,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  us  of  the  results  of  a 
study  2  it  made  of  employee  travel  experiences,  51  Ko  percent  of  those 
reporting  were  under  circumstances  where  the  costs  of  hotels,  meals, 
and  miscellaneous  expenses  were  more  than  $16  per  day.  The  average 
daily  subsistence  expense  for  this  group  was  $19.21.  To  make  the 
average,  of  course,  a  considerable  number  of  travelers  exceeded  this 
figure.  It  was  clear,  then,  that  the  present  $16  per  diem  was  inadequate. 

Another  study  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  produced  a 
)  sample  which  showed  a  daily  cost  for  hotel  and  meals  to  be  $17.78,  to 
which  a  10-percent  allowance  of  $1.7S  should  be  added  for  miscella¬ 
neous  expense,  bringing  the  total  daily  subsistence  cost  to  $19.56. 

Testimony  was  presented  to  us  based  on  the  studies  of  private 
accounting  firms  and  trade  associations  showing  increases  in  the  cost 
of  hotel  rooms.  Harris,  Kerr,  &  Forster  reported  a  16-percent  increase 
from  1959  to  1966.  The  American  Hotel  and  Motel  Association 
reported  these  typical  increases  in  hotel  rates  in  the  period  1959-68: 
Boston,  36.6  percent;  Houston,  63.7  percent;  Minneapolis,  36.8  per¬ 
cent;  New  Orleans,  50.9  percent;  Philadelphia,  25.5  percent;  St. 
Louis  19.4  percent;  and  San  Francisco,  40.6  percent.  The  Government 
Employes’  Council,  AFL-CiO,  stated  its  own  research  had  revealed 
that  in  New  York  City,  the  cost  of  hotel  rooms  had  risen  at  least 
35.2  percent  from  1961  to  1968.  The  indexes  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of 

1  Hearings,  91st  Cong.,  on  H.R.  337  by  the  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Mar.  19,  1969. 

2  Hearings,  90th  Cong.,  on  H.R.  7113  by  the  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  Subcommittee  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Sept.  13,  1967  (pt.  1). 
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Labor  Statistics  showed  an  increase  of  20  percent  in  the  cost  of 
restaurant  meals  between  1961  and  1967. 

Numerous  personal  reports  from  individual  travelers  were  pre¬ 
sented  to  us  by  representatives  of  employee  organizations,  including 
a  log  of  intercity  travel  expenses  by  former  Congressman  and  Civil 
Service  Commission  Chairman  Robert  Ramspeck.  They  all  pointed 
up  the  high  cost  of  subsistence  and  demonstrated  the  insufficiency  of 
the  present  $16  per  diem. 

The  same  justification  applies  to  the  increase  in  the  maximum 
allowable  when  due  to  unusual  circumstances  the  per  diem  is  clearly 
inadequate  and  the  actual  expenses  of  the  travel  are  allowed.  The 
traveler  must  submit  a  detailed  accounting  of  all  expenses  in  these 
cases.  We  were  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  very  little 
travel  was  performed  on  an  actual  expense  basis.  The  Bureau 
indicated,  however,  that  there  were  sufficient  instances  of  such  travel 
to  warrant  an  increase  in  the  maximum  from  $30  to  $40  per  day. 
This  committee  only  approves  an  increase  to  $35  per  day. 

The  committee  reiterates  that  the  $22  per  diem  and  the  $35  limit 
on  actual  expenses  recommended  herewith  are  the  maximum  allowable 
and  we  charge  and  expect  the  departments  and  agencies,  supervised 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  to  approve  only  a  per  diem  warranted 
by  the  particular  travel  being  required.  Much  travel  is  accomplished 
below  the  maximum  per  diem  and  we  expect  this  to  continue. 

We  recognize  that  it  is  no  more  possible  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  conduct  its  business  without  traveling  by  its  personnel  than  that 
private  corporations  can  operate  on  a  stationary  basis.  We  expect, 
however,  in  viewT  of  present  budgetary  pressures  that  every  effort  be 
made  to  reduce  official  travel  to  the  minimum  necessary. 

As  was  explained  in  our  analysis  above,  Government  employees, 
when  traveling  abroad  on  official  business,  are  reimbursed  on  the 
basis  of  a  per  diem  set  for  individual  countries  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment.  This  bill  has  no  effect  on  these  per  diem  rates  which  vary  from 
country  to  country  and  are  changed  by  the  Department  when  condi¬ 
tions  in  those  countries  warrant  a  change.  This  bill  does  provide, 
however,  that  when  there  are  certain  unusual  circumstances  of  a 
particular  trip  within  a  foreign  country  that  clearly  will  result  in 
expenses  beyond  the  per  diem  for  that  country,  that  departments 
and  agencies  may  reimburse  up  to  $15  per  day  above  the  per  diem. 
This  is  an  increase  from  the  current  $10  per  day.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  recommended  a  differential  of  $18  per  day.  We  expect  that 
this  provision  will  not  be  widely  used  but  is  available  in  the  event  of 
special  cases  of  inequities  which  do  occur  from  time  to  time. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  estimated  that  the  increase  in  the 
maximum  per  diem  rates  it  recommended  would  add  approximately 
$27  million  to  the  annual  cost  of  official  travel  to  civilian  agencies. 
Since  the  provisions  of  the  reported  bill  provide  lesser  increases  than 
those  recommended  by  hhe  Bureau,  the  corresponding  added  annual 
cost  should  be  somewhat  lo\ver  than  the  above  estimate.  The  Bureau 
expects  the  executive  agencies  to  absorb  the  increased  costs  within 
available  appropriations.  See  Report  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
dated  March  17,  1969,  printed  below. 
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Reports  of  Departments  and  Agencies 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  17,  1069. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  a  report 
on  H.R.  337,  a  bill  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  employees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  would  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  from  $16  to  $25  and  would  increase  the  maximum  allowance  for 
reimbursement  on  an  actual  expense  basis  for  such  travel  from  $30 
to  $35  per  day.  For  travel  outside  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  the  bill  would  increase  the  maximum  allowance 
for  travel  on  an  actual  expense  basis  from  $10  plus  the  established 
maximum  per  diem  rate  to  $15  plus  the  established  maximum  per 
diem  rate. 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  increase  from  $9  to  $15  the  per  diem 
allowance  which  may  be  paid  postal  employees  who  are  assigned  to 
road  duty,  and  would  authorize  payment  of  travel  expense  and  allow¬ 
ances  for  each  judge  of  the  Court  of  Military  Appeals  on  the  same 
basis  as  that  for  judges  of  other  U.S.  courts. 

Similar  legislation  was  introduced  in  the  90th  Congress,  and  after 
hearings  by  Chairman  Blatnik’s  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and 
Legislative  Reorganization  was  reported  by  your  committee  and 
passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  April  23,  1968.  As  passed, 
the  bill  contained  a  maximum  per  diem  rate  of  $20,  which  was  in 
accord  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  In  all 
other  respects,  however,  provisions  were  identical  to  those  in  H.R.  337. 

With  respect  to  the  general  travel  allowances,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  from  time  to  time  has  conducted  surveys  of  travel  subsistence 
expenses  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  adequacy  of  maximum 
per  diem  allowances.  Such  a  survey  was  initiated  in  1958  and  as  up¬ 
dated  in  reports  to  the  Congress  in  1960  and  1961  provided  a  basis 
for  the  present  maximum  per  diem  allowances.  A  similar  survey  was 
conducted  in  the  spring  of  1967  to  obtain  information  and  data  with 
respect  to  the  cost  of  lodging,  meals,  and  miscellaneous  expenses  for 
travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  survey  included  detailed  reports  of  employee  travel  from  18 
principal  Federal  agencies,  supported  by  a  nationwide  sampling  of 
costs  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  and  reports  from  accounting  firms 
specializing  in  business  analyses  for  hotel  organizations.  As  we  reported 
to  your  committee  in  the  90th  Congress,  the  survey  data  indicated 
that  subsistence  expenses  incurred  in  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
employee  travel  experiences  were  not  fully  compensated  for  under  the 
present  $16  maximum  per  diem  allowance. 

The  data  submitted  in  response  to  the  Bureau’s  request  to  the  18 
principal  Federal  agencies  for  information  on  subsistence  costs 
represented  12,025  employee  travel  experiences  covering  63,710 
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man-days  of  travel.  An  analysis  of  these  data  showed  6,171  travel 
experiences,  51.3  percent  of  the  total,  where  subsistence  costs  ex¬ 
ceeded  $16  per  day,  the  average  of  these  being  $19.21.  On  this  basis, 
we  recommended  to  the  Congress  a  maximum  per  diem  of  $20  in 
lieu  of  subsistence  expenses. 

This  recommendation  was  also  supported  by  the  results  of  the 
nationwide  sampling  of  hotel  and  meal  costs  which  was  made  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census.  The  sampling  showed  costs  of  lodging  and  meals 
at  desirable  hotels  and  restaurants  in  various  size  cities  and  towns 
averaged  $17.78  per  day.  Adding  10  percent  to  this  amount  for 
miscellaneous  expenses  resulted  in  a  total  average  daily  subsistence 
of  $19.56.  Additional  support  for  the  recommendation  was  furnished 
by  the  hotel  accounting  firms  from  data  which  they  maintain  with 
respect  to  hotel  room  rates  in  principal  cities  throughout  the  Nation. 
A  comparison  of  average  room  rates  by  cities  showed  considerable 
variation  even  among  the  major  cities  with  the  nationwide  average 
of  such  rates  for  113  cities  at  $10.14.  Data  gathered  on  a  statewide 
basis  in  five  States  averaged  $10.90.  These  rates  for  hotel  rooms, 
together  with  reasonable  allowances  for  food  and  miscellaneous 
expenses  resulted  in  a  total  subsistence  expense  falling  within  the 
recommended  rate. 

Since  our  1967  review  there  have  been  general  price  advances  which 
are  reflected  in  increased  costs  for  hotels,  meals,  and  miscellaneous 
expenses.  Current  cost  data  indicates  that  these  increases  are  between 
10  and  11  percent  over  comparable  costs  in  the  spring  of  1967.  On 
this  basis,  the  employee  travel  experiences  which  justified  a  maximum 
per  diem  allowance  of  $20  in  1967  would  require  a  $22  rate  under 
current  cost  conditions.  Therefore,  we  believe  a  maximum  per  diem  of 
$22  would  be  required  to  provide  adequate  reimbursement  to  Govern¬ 
ment  travelers  for  the  reasonable  costs  of  their  travel.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  should  also  be  applicable  to  the  maximum  per  diem  rate 
for  consultants  and  others  employed  on  an  intermittent  basis.  These 
individuals  have  been  authorized  the  same  per  diem  maximum  in  the 
past  as  Government  officers  and  employees. 

In  supporting  the  $22  maximum  we  recognize  that  some  employees 
will  incur  expenses  in  excess  of  $22  per  day.  This  may  be  attributable 
iu  some  instances  to  the  personal  desires  of  the  employee.  In  other 
instances  it  will  be  unavoidable.  Frequently,  however,  such  experiences 
will  be  offset  by  other  travel  experiences  where  because  of  special 
hotel  rates  or  other  circumstances  the  per  diem  authorized  is  greater 
than  the  subsistence  costs  incurred.  In  the  overall,  the  situations  in 
which  the  $22  rate  will  be  exceeded  should  be  infrequent,  and  where 
they  occur  and  are  significant,  the  Government  traveler  may  be  reim¬ 
bursed  on  an  actual  expense  basis  in  accordance  with  the  standardized 
Government  travel  regulations  up  to  the  statutory  maximum. 

It  should  be  noted  that  an  increase  in  the  maximum  per  diem  rate 
to  $22  per  day  should  not  result  in  a  flat  increase  for  all  Government 
travelers.  As  a  maximum  rate  for  payment  of  travel  expenses  in  lieu  of 
actual  subsistence,  the  highest  rate  should  be  authorized  only  when 
expenses  are  expected  to  approximate  the  maximum.  Where  experience 
has  shown  that  actual  subsistence  expenses  of  Government  travelers 
in  certain  circumstances  are  less  than  the  maximum  amount  per  day, 
a  lesser  per  diem  should  be  authorized.  Many  agencies  have  established 
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per  diem  schedules  which  reflect  such  considerations.  We  would  expect 
agencies  to  continue  to  emphasize  the  need  to  authorize  per  diem  rates 
that  bear  a  reasonable  relationship  to  the  actual  expenses  of  individual 
travel. 


With  respect  to  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  for  reimbursement 
of  Government  travelers  on  an  actual  expense  basis,  agencies  in  1967 
were  asked  to  provide  typical  experiences  where  subsistence  costs  on 
an  actual  expense  basis  exceeded  the  $30  maximum  per  diem.  The 
response  showed  that  very  little  travel  was  performed  under  this 
authority  and  most  was  adequately  compensated  for  within  the 
present  $30  maximum.  However,  there  were  instances  where  reim¬ 
bursement  was  not  adequate  and  these  were  sufficient  to  support  an 
increase  in  the  maximum  allowance  for  travel  within  the  contiguous 
48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  In  1967  we  recommended  an 
increase  from  $30  to  $35  per  day.  In  view  of  current  cost  data  we 
\  believe  this  maximum  should  be  increased  to  $40  per  day. 

For  the  actual  expense  method  involving  travel  outside  of  the  48 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  we  recommend  an  increase  from 
$10  to  $18  to  be  added  to  the  applicable  per  diem  rates  to  arrive  at  a 
maximum  allowance  for  a  particular  location.  This  amount  would  be 
in  keeping  with  the  differential  recommended  above  for  the  actual 
expense  method  within  the  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  same  differential  is  justified  since  the  maximum  per  diem  rates 
for  use  outside  the  48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  are  reviewed 
periodically  and  adjusted  where  appropriate  to  keep  abreast  of 
changed  economic  conditions  from  a  travel  standpoint. 

With  respect  to  the  maximum  per  diem  for  mobile  employees  of  the 
Post  Office  Department,  we  believe  an  increase  from  $9  to  $17  is 
justified.  Our  view  is  based  on  recognized  cost  increases  and  because 
the  proposed  amount  would  be  consistent  with  the  equitable  ratio  of 
three-fourths  of  the  maximum  per  diem  for  Government  employee 
travel,  which  was  the  basis  for  the  initial  per  diem  authorization  for 
these  employees. 

The  proposal  that  each  judge  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Military  Appeals 
be  paid  travel  expenses  and  allowances  on  the  same  basis  as  that  for 
M’udges  of  other  U.S.  courts  is  a  desirable  amendment  to  existing  law. 
'It  would  insure  equitable  treatment  of  these  judges  with  respect  to 
payment  for  their  travel  expenses  and  allowances. 

We  estimate  that  an  increase  in  the  maximum  per  diem  rates  as 
recommended  above  would  add  approximately  $27  million  to  the 
annual  cost  to  civilian  agencies  for  official  travel  within  the  contiguous 
48  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  If  the  legislation  is  enacted, 
we  will  expect  the  executive  agencies  to  absorb  the  increased  costs 
within  available  appropriations. 

If  amended  as  recommended  above,  we  would  favor  enactment  of 

H.R.  337. 


Sincerely, 


Roger  W.  Jones,  Assistant  Director. 
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U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  18,  1969. 

Hon.  William  L.  Daavson, 

Chairman,  Committee,  on  Government  Operations,  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  further  reply  to  your  request  for 
the  views  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  H.R.  337,  a  bill  to 
increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of 
the  Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and  for  other  purposes. 

In  our  experience,  the  maximum  allowable  per  diem  rates  are  wholly 
inadequate  in  most  instances,  and  we  urge  the  Congress  to  take 
action  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  Commission  in  strongly  supporting  the  objectives  of  H.R.  337, 
defers  to  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  with  regard  to 
the  amount  of  increase. 

We  suggest,  however,  that  section  4  of  H.R.  337  be  deleted.  The  | 
enactment  of  Public  Law  90-340,  June  15,  1968,  no  longer  makes  this 
provision  necessary. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
administration’s  program  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission: 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  E.  Hampton,  Chairman. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  18,  1969. 

B-5019. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  We  refer  to  your  letter  of  January  29,  1969, 
by  which  you  request  our  report  on  the  bill  H.R.  337  to  increase  the 
maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  traveling  on  official  business  and  for  other  purposes. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  5702  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  by  increasing  the  current  maximum  therein  of  $16,  $30, 
and  $10.  Those  amounts  represent  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance 
for  travel  inside  the  continental  United  States  ($16),  the  maximum 
reimbursement  for  actual  and  necessary  expenses  of  employees 
traveling  on  official  business  in  the  continental  United  States  ($30), 
and  the  maximum  reimbursement  for  actual  and  necessary  expenses 
of  employees  traveling  outside  the  continental  United  States  (per 
diem  rate  applicable  plus  $10).  The  bill  would  amend  the  current 
figures  to  read  $25,  $35,  and  $15,  respectively. 

Section  2  would  amend  section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
which  covers  reimbursable  traveling  expenses  of  experts  and  con¬ 
sultants,  as  well  as  individuals  serving  without  pay,  traveling  on 
official  Government  business.  Increases  would  be  provided  for  such 
individuals  similar  to  those  provided  for  employees  covered  by  5 
LhS.C.  5702  except  that  the  maximum  per  diem  rate  for  travel  inside 


H.  Rept.  91-111 


9 


the  continental  United  States  would  be  raised  to  $20  as  contrasted  to 
the  rate  of  $25  in  the  amendment  to  section  5702. 

Section  3  would  amend  section  3581(d)  of  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  which  is  applicable  to  employees  of  the  postal  field  service 
assigned  to  road  duty  lasting  more  than  10  hours,  by  raising  the 
current  maximum  per  diem  rate  of  $9  to  $15. 

Section  4  would  amend  section  867(a)(1)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  under  which  reimbursement  of  traveling  expenses  incurred  by 
the  j  udges  of  the  Court  of  Military  Appeals  is  authorized  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  the  current  per  diem  maximum  of  $15  and  by  authorizing  such 
judges  reimbursement  for  traveling  expenses  under  provisions  of  title 
28,  United  States  Code,  section  456,  which  covers  reimbursement  of 
the  traveling  expenses  of  justices  and  judges  of  other  U.S.  courts. 

Our  information  concerning  subsistence  costs  at  our  regional  office 
sites  and  other  localities  regularly  visited  by  our  employees  on  Gov- 
\  ernment  business  indicates  that  the  costs  for  lodging,  meals,  and  other 
subsistence  expenses  have  increased  to  the  point  where  the  maximum 
currently  prescribed  does  not  cover  subsistence  expenses  incurred  by 
prudent  employees. 

We  note  from  House  Report  1144  on  H.R.  13738,  90th  Congress, 
covering  proposed  per  diem  increases,  that  the  $20  rate  approved  by 
the  committee  was  considered  a  “conservative  maximum.”  In  view 
thereof,  and  since  an  increase  in  subsistence  costs  since  that  time  is 
indicated,  a  basis  exists  for  a  higher  maximum  than  $20.  We  under¬ 
stand  that  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  recommend  a  maximum  rate  of 
$22.  This  rate  will  not  fully  compensate  all  of  our  employees  who  are 
required  to  travel.  However,  we  think  an  increase  in  the  rate  to  $22 
would  take  care  of  the  travel  expenses  of  a  majority  of  our  employees. 

Regarding  the  proposd  amendment  to  5  U.S.C.  5703,  we  note  that 
the  maximum  per  diem  rate  for  travel  within  the  continental  United 
States  would  be  $20  and  not  $25  as  would  be  applicable  to  similar 
travel  performed  by  regular  employees  covered  by  5  U.S.C.  5702. 
We  believe  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  increasing  that  rate 
to  be  equal  with  the  rate  for  similar  travel  as  prescribed  by  section 
5702. 

)  Regaring  the  proposed  change  in  reimbursement  of  travel  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  judges  of  the  Court  of  Military  Appeals,  it  appears 
that  placing  those  judges  on  an  equal  footing  with  justices  and  judges 
of  other  United  States  courts  would  be  equitable. 

Sincerely  yours, 

R.  F.  Keller, 

Acting  Comptroller  General  oj  the  United  States. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 
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SECTIONS  5702  AND  5703  OF  TITLE  5,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

§5702.  Per  diem;  employees  traveling  on  official  business. 

(a)  An  employee,  while  traveling  on  official  business  away  from 
his  designated  post  of  duty,  is  entitled  to  a  per  diem  allowance  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  agency  concerned.  For  travel  inside  the  continental 
United  States,  the  per  diem  allowance  may  not  exceed  the  rate  of 
[$163  $33.  For  travel  outside  the  continental  United  States,  the  per 
diem  allowance  may  not  exceed  the  rate  established  by  the  President 
or  his  designee,  who  may  be  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
or  another  officer  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
locality  where  the  travel  is  performed. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 

an  employee  who,  while  traveling  on  official  business  away  from  his 
designated  post  of  duty,  becomes  incapacitated  by  illness  or  injury 
not  due  to  his  own  misconduct  is  entitled  to  the  per  diem  allowances, 
and  transportation  expenses  to  his  designated  post  of  duty.  I 

(c)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 
the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  may  prescribe  conditions  under 
which  an  employee  may  be  reimbursed  for  the  actual  and  necessary 
expenses  of  the  trip,  not  to  exceed  an  amount  named  in  the  travel 
authorization,  when  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  would  be  much 
less  than  these  expenses  due  to  the  unusal  circumstances  of  the  travel 
assignment.  The  amount  named  in  the  travel  authorization  may  not 
exceed — 

(1)  [$303  $35  for  each  day  in  a  travel  status  inside  the  continental 
United  States;  or 

(2)  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  plus  [$103  $15  for  each  day 
in  a  travel  status  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

(d)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  justice  or  judge  except  to  the 
extent  provided  by  section  456  of  title  28. 

§  5703.  Per  diem,  travel,  and  transportation  expenses;  experts  and 
consultants;  individuals  serving  without  pay. 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  “appropriation”  includes  funds 
made  available  by  statute  under  section  849  of  title  31. 

(b)  An  individual  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government 
service  as  an  expert  or  consultant  and  paid  on  a  daily  when-actually- 
employed  basis  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses  under  this  subchapter 
Avhile  away  from  his  home  or  regular  place  of  business,  including  a  per 
diem  allowance  under  this  subchapter  while  at  his  place  of  employment. 

(c)  An  individual  serving  without  pay  or  at  $1  a  year  may  be 
allowed  transportation  expenses  under  this  subchapter  and  a  per  diem 
allowance  under  this  section  while  en  route  and  at  his  place  of  service 
or  employment  away  from  his  home  or  regular  place  of  business.  Unless 
a  higher  rate  is  named  in  an  appropriation  or  other  statute,  the  per 
diem  allowance  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  the  rate  of  [$163  $33  for  travel  inside  the  continental 
United  States;  and 

(2)  the  rates  established  under  section  5702(a)  of  this  title  for 
travel  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

(d)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 
the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  may  prescribe  conditions  under 
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which  an  individual  to  whom  this  section  applies  may  be  reimbursed 
for  the  actual  and  necessary  expenses  of  the  trip,  not  to  exceed  an 
amount  named  in  the  travel  authorization,  when  the  maximum  per 
diem  allowance  would  be  much  less  than  these  expenses  due  to  the 
unusual  circumstances  of  the  travel  assignment.  The  amount  named 
in  the  travel  authorization  may  not  exceed — ■ 

(1)  [$30]  $35  for  each  day  in  a  travel  status  inside  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States;  or 

(2)  the  maximum  per  diem,  allowance  plus  £$10]  $15  for  each 
day  in  a  travel  status  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

o 
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Union  Calendar  No.  3 1 

91st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


[Report  No.  91-111] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  3, 1969 

Mr.  Rosenthal  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


March  20, 1969 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  IV hole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  tlie  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  KILL 

To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Beprescnta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 

4  hv  striking-  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

5  “$22”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
'll  of  “$15”. 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
10  “I201-  “$22”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
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thereof  “$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

SeOt  g_  Section  £581-  (d)  of  title  ££7  United  States  Cede, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  £$0^  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof 
£f£5^ 

SeOt  4t  ffhe  last  sentence  of  section  867- (a)  (1-)-  of  title 
40t  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-; 
m  his  ccrtificate7  each  judge?  while  attending  court?  or 
official  business  outside  the  District  of  Columbia? 
is  entitled  to  he  paid  all  necessary  trawling  expenses  and 
allowances  as  provided  for  eaeh  Justice  or  judge  of  the 
United  States  under  section  45£  of  title  28.”:- 
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UNITED  $TATE$\pEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  6.  20250 

OFFICIAL  BUSINES 


POSTAGE  AND  FEES  PAID 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  Of/aGRICULTURE 


.  *ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
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HOUSE 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  584.  Rep.  Mahork^stated 
"this  a  joint  resolution  advancing  from  fiscal  year  1970  into  fiscal  year 
1969  tAe  sum  of  $1  billion  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  impaired  capitg 
of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  Due  to  heavy  unexpected  production\^)f 
certain  of  the  major  crops,  the  Commodity  Credit  Coporation  has  on  hand  at*mt 
$/ billion  worth  of  commodities.  As  a  result  of  this  and  other  factors  it  is 
substantially  out  of  cash  to  carry  on  its  operations.1  pp..H2022-7 
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OLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.R.  4148, 
y  amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (H.  Rept. 
914127).  p.  H2217. 


TRAVEL.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 
H.R.  337,  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees 
of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business  (H.  Rept.  91-129).  p.  H2217, 


MILK.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee  postponed  action  on 
H.R.  5554,  to\make  the  special  milk  program  for  children  permanent,  pp.  D223-4. 

PUBLIC  WORKS  MORATORIUM.  Rep.  Jones,  Ala.,  expressed  concern  that  "the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  seriously  considering  a  moratorium  on  public  Wrks"  which  he  stated 
would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  employment  and  the  economy  of  every  State 
in  this  Union."  p.  fl£027 . 

6.  TAX  REFORM.  Rep.  PodellNspoke  in  support  of  reforming  the  tax  system,  p.  H202P 

7.  INTEREST  RATES.  Rep.  Patmany inserted  an  article y/^Impact  of  High  Interest  Rates 

Falls  on  Low-Income  Group."  \d.  H2214. 

8.  HOUSING.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  resolutions  recommended  by  the  Legislative  Policy 

Committee  and  approved  by  the  Boa^d  of  Directors  of  the  National  Housing 
Conference.  pp.  H2195-214. 

9.  WATERSHEDS.  Rep.  Edwards,  Calif.,  urg^cl  the  President  to  "release  the  funds"  for 

watershed  projects,  p.  H2188. 

10.  CONSUMER  PROTECTION.  Rep.  Fascell/  inserted,  his  letter  to  the  Attorney  General 

requesting  his  advice  on  the  staffing  and  fWictions  which  he  plans  to  assign 
to  the  Office  of  Consumer  Counsel  within  theyustice  Department.  p.  H2176. 

11.  CIGARETTE  ADVERTISING.  Rep./Talcott  objected  to yCC  1  s  proposed  banning  of  all 

cigarette  advertising  on  .radio  and  television.,  pb.  H2169-70. 

12.  GRAPEFRUIT.  Rep.  de  la/Garza  recommended  Texas  Ruby  K^ed  grapefruit  to  weight 

watchers  and  inserted  the  TexaSweet  Citrus  Advertising^  Inc.,  Magic  Menu. 

p.  H2028 . 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  on  Wed\  the  House  will 
consider  the  p^r  diem  travel  allowance  bill.  p.  D222. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


14.  INFORMATION.  Rep.  Bray  praised  as  a  smart  move  the  Federal  Government's 

request/ror  help  by  experienced  businessmen,  and  inserted  the  text  o \  a  hand¬ 
book,  /Pointers  On  Preparing  an  Employee  Handbook."  pp.  E2360-2. 

15.  APPALACHIA.  Rep.  Fulton,  Pa.,  inserted  Pa.  Gov.  Shafer's  testimony  in  support 
of'  extension  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act.  pp.  E2365-7. 
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lX»  INFORMATION.  Sen.  Scott  inserted  an  article  commending  the  record  of  Herb  / 

\  Klein  as  communications  director  of  the  executive  branch.  pp.  S3271-2  / 

13.  PERSONNEL.  Sens.  Curtis  and  Hruska  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  1538,  to  abolish 

thd.  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries.  pp/  S3297-8 


HOUSE 


14.  SPENDING ;\TAXATION .  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  expressing 

an  intention  to  combat  inflation  by  reducing  spending  and  maintaining  revenues, 
combined  with  extension  of  the  10%  income  tax  surcharge  for/another  year  and 
postponement  \>f  reductions  in  telephone  and  auto  txcise  t/xesi  to  Senate 
AppropriationsXand  Finance  Committees,  and  House  Ways  ana  Means  Committee. 

Reps.  Gerald  R.Vord  and  Vanik  discussed  the  message,  /pp.  H2221-2,  S3195-6 

15.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  res/lution  for  the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  4148,  to  amhnd  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  p.  H2291 


16.  TRAVEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  337,  to  increase  the  maximum  travel  allowance 

for  Government  employees  on  official  business  "from  $16  to  $22  per  day  and 
maximum  actual  expenses  within  the  United  States  from  $30  to  $35  per  day, 
and  outside  the  United  States,  from  the  $10  added  to  the  per  diem  to  $15 
added  to  the  per  diem  for  the  country  involved."  pp.H2226-30 

17.  COMMITTEES.  Agreed  to  several  cohimitt/e  funding  resolutions.  pp.  H2224-6 

18.  MARINE  RESOURCES.  The  Merchant  Mar/no  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported 

H.  R.  8794,  to  amend  the  Marine  Resources  and  Engineering  Development  Act 
of  1966  to  continue  the  National  Council  on  Marine  Resources  and  Engineering 
Development  (H.  Rept.  91-139)./  p.  H229Dv 

19.  EDUCATION.  Received  from  th4  President  theNreport  for  fiscal  year  1968  on  the 

international  educational/and  cultural  exchange  program  conducted  under  the 
\  Mutual  Educational  and  Cultural  Exchange  Act  of  1961.  p.  H2221 


20.  ECONOMIC  REPORT.  The/'Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Joint  Economic  Committee 

approved  its  annuay  report  on  the  President's  Economic  Report,  p.  D233 

21.  ELECTION.  Reps./Ubert,  Fulton,  Tenn.,  and  Blanton  commended  the  election 

of  Edward  Jone/  to  represent  the  Eighth  Congressional  District  of  Tenn. 
in  Congress. /Rep.  Albert  stated  that  Rep.  Jones  is  a  "farmer  and  former  State 
commissioned  of  agriculture."  pp.  H2222-3  \ 

22.  TAXATION  ./Rep.  Karth  proposed  that  Congress  "let  the  surtax  Uxpire  and 

obtain  /the  $9  billion  in  revenues  which  the  surtax  is  expected\to  raise, 
by  closing  those  tax  loopholes  for  individuals  and  corporations 'vho  are 
pro fa  ting  unduly  at  the  expense  of  our  overheated  war  economy."  pu  H2237 


up.  Madden  inserted  his  testimony  on  "much-needed  Federal  tax  rdform 
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23V  OCEAN  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Fascell  called  attention  to  the  fifth  annual  conference/ 
and  exposition  of  the  Marine  Technology  Society  June  lb- 19  and  stated  the  yfeas 
suffer  a  bonanza  of  food  and  mineral  wealth,  pp.  H2284-5 

24.  GRAZING  FEES.  Received  an  Oregon  Legislature  resolution  memorializing  /his 
Department  to  "refrain  from  implementing  the  recently  proposed  increase  in 
fees  o\  grazing  on  public  land."  p.  H2293 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

25.  PUBLIC  WORKS. \  Reps.  Ford  and  Edmondson  discussed  the  pros  any  cons  of  a 

reported  moratorium  on  public  works.  pp.  E2375-6 

26.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Sebel\us  inserted  the  remarks  of  the  president  of  Great  Plains  Wheat 

Inc.,  on  "new  barriers"  the  wheat  industry  is  facing  this  year.  pp.  E2387-8 
Rep.  Foley  inserted  remarks  of  the  president  of  the/Western  Wheat  Associates, 
USA,  Inc.,  emphasizing^importance  of  a  wheat  marketing  development  program, 
pp.  E2444-5 

27.  REORGANIZATION.  Rep.  RumsfVld  inserted  an  artic/e  outlining  the  possible 

development  of .  computer- base^  information  techniques  for  the  Congress  and 
the  President,  pp.  E2422-6 


28.  CCC  SUPPLEMENTAL;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  \Speech  yf  the  House  by  Rep.  Neal  Smith,  la., 

stating  that  the  supplemental  appropriations  request  for  CCC  should  draw 
attention  to  the  importance  of  wo rlo^  tirade  in  agricultural  commodities, 
pp.  E2374-5 

Rep.  Zwach  expressed  his  support  forVizhis  appropriation.  pp.  E2391-2 

29.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Burke,  Mass ./  stated  need  of  coordinated  effort  on  the 

part  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  is  very  clear,  pp.  E2397-8 

30.  HOUSING;  NEW  CITIES.  Rep.  Rptes  inserted  an  article,  "New  Cities  for  America." 

pp.  E2402-4 

31.  GRAZING  FEES.  Rep.  Ullman  inserted  an  Oregon  State ^resolution  asking  for  a 
delay  in  the  proposed/grazing  fees  increase.  pp.  EV404-5 

32.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rej/.  Philbia  stated  that  he  is  "very  muhh  disturbed  about 

the  sharp  cuts  iy'the  budget  of  Small  Business  Administration."  pp.  E2421-2 

33.  WILDLIFE.  RepyT)ingell  inserted  Rep.  Ottinger's  speech  in  which  he  called 

for  the  creation  of  a  Federal  "environmental  ombudsman."  pp.\E2428-30 

34.  MANPOWER .  /Rep .  Steiger,  Wise.,  commended  Secretary  of  Labor  SchuVtz  on  his 

reorganisation  of  the  Manpower  Administration  and  inserted  an  article,  "GOP 
Reorga/izers  Off  To  a  Start."  pp.  E2447-8 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


35.  TAXATION.  H.  R.  9523  by  Rep.  Culver,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 

of  1954  to  liberalize  the  minimum  standard  deduction;  to  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee. 
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tions  to  be  conducted  pursuant  to  H.  Res. 
189  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
acting  as  a  whole  or  by  subcommittee,  not 
to  exceed  $486,000,  including  expenditures 
for  the,  employment  of  investigators,  attor¬ 
neys,  and  experts,  and  clerical,  stenographic, 
and  other  assistants  and  all  expenses  neces¬ 
sary  for  travel  and  subsistence  incurred  by 
members  and  employees  while  engaged  in  the 
activities  of  the  committee  or  any  subcom¬ 
mittee  thereof,  as  the  chairman  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  shall  be  pkud  out  of  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  Houston  vouchers  authorized 
and  signed  by  the\hairman  of  such  com¬ 
mittee  and  approved  Sjay  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration. ' 

Sec.  2.  The  chairman,  Vi th  the  consent  of 
the  head  of  the  department  or  agency  con¬ 
cerned,  is  authorized  ancK.  empowered  to 
utilize  the  reimbursable  services,  informa¬ 
tion,  facilities,  and  personnelVf  any  other 
departments  or  agencies  of  the  Government. 

Sec.  3.  No  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  available^ for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  connection  with  the  Andy  or 
investigation  of  any  subject  which  isVeing 
investigated  for  the  same  purpose  by\any 
other  committee  of  the  House,  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  shali 
furnish  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis-> 
tration  information  with  respect  to  any 
study  or  investigation  intended  to  be  fi¬ 
nanced  from  such  funds. 

Sec.  4.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  be  expended  pursuant  to  regu¬ 
lations  established  by  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  under  existing  law. 

Mr.  HAYS  (during  the  reading).  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
further  reading  of  the  resolution  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with  and  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AUTHORIZING  EXPENDITURES  FOR 

EXPENSES  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 

BANKING  AND  CURRENCY  IN¬ 
CURRED  PURSUANT  TO  HOUSE 

RESOLUTION  152 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  submit  a  privileged  report  (Rept. 
No.  91-133)  on  the  resolution  (H.  Res 
272)  authorizing  the  expenditure  j6i 
moneys  to  cover  expenses  of  the  Co. 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  incur¬ 
red  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  152, 
and  ask  for  immediate  consideration  of 
the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

H.  Res.  272 , 

Resolved,  That,  effectiva/from  January  3, 
1969,  the  expenses  of  conducting  the  studies, 
investigations,  and  inquiries  authorized  by 
H.  Res.  152,  Ninety-First  Congress,  incurred 
by  the  Committee  on/feanking  and  Currency, 
acting  as  a  whole  jbv  by  subcommittee,  not 
to  exceed  $300,006,  including  expenditures 
for  employment/  travel,  and  subsistence  of 
attorneys,  accountants,  experts,  investiga¬ 
tors,  and  clerical,  stenographic,  and  other 
assistants,  ^With  respect  to  any  matter  or 
matters  in/the  field  of  housing  coming  with¬ 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  such  committee  or 
subcommittee,  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  Orj  the  status  and  adequacy  of  mortgage 
credit  in  the  United  States,  (2)  the  terms 
apa  availability  of  conventional  mortgage 
incing,  (3)  the  flow  of  savings  in  relation 


to  home  financing  needs,  (4)  the  operation 
of  the  various  Government-assisted  housing 
programs,  (5)  the  current  rate  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  residential  dwelling  units  in  relation 
to  housing  requirements  and  demands,  (6) 
the  role  of  housing  construction  in  the  na¬ 
tional  economy,  (7)  the  requirement  of  and 
demand  for  Federal  assistance  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  community  facilities,  including 
mass  transportation  and  other  related  facili¬ 
ties,  (8)  urban  and  suburban  problems,  in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities,  as  they  af¬ 
fect  the  availability  of  adequate  housing, 

(9)  the  operation  of  the  slum  clearance  and 
urban  renewal  programs,  and  (10)  rural 
housing  and  the  adequacy  of  rural  housing 
credit,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  House  on  vouchers  authorized 
by  such  committee  or  subcommittee,  and 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

Sec.  2.  No  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  connection  with  the  study  or 
investigation  of  any  subject  which  is  being 
investigated  for  the  same  purpose  by  any  tion  s6all  be  expended  pursuant  to  regula- 
other  committee  of  the  House,  and  the  tions  established  by  the  Committee  on  House 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Administration  under  existing  law.” 

Currency  shall  furnish  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  information  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  study  or  investigation  intended/ 
be  financed  from  such  funds.  / 


employment,  travel,  and  subsistence  of  ac-' 
countants,  experts,  investigators,  attorneys, 
and  clerical,  stenographic  and  other  assist¬ 
ants,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  House  on  voucher  authorised  by 
such  committee,  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
such  committee,  and  approved  by  /a. le  Com¬ 
mittee  on  House  Administration.., 

Sec.  2.  No  part  of  the  funds  authorized 
by  this  resolution  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  connection  witfi  the  study  or 
investigation  of  any  subject  which  is  being 
investigated  for  the  same  purpose  by  any 
other  committee  of  the  House,  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committe^on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  shall  furnish  l^ie  Committee  on  House 
Administration  information  with  respect  to 
any  study  or  investigation  intended  to  be 
financed  from  §6ch  funds. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

On  page'll,  immediately  after  line  8,  insert 
the  following  new  section : 

Sec/3.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolu- 


HAYS  (during  the  reading) .  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent /that 
furthek  reading  of  the  resolution  be  dis^ 
pensed  wjth  and  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  SP^KER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  o\the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  nbobjectioi 

The  SPEAKER.  The  ^?lerk  will  report 
the  committee  amendjnents. 

The  Clerk  read  as/follows : 

Committee  amendments:  On  page  1,  line 
5,  strike  out  “$300/)00’’,Nind  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$250,000”, 

On  page  3,  starting  on  li\e  1,  insert  the 
following  new  /ection : 

“Sec.  3.  Fujfds  authorized  by\this  resolu 
tion  shall  he  expended  pursuantKto  regula¬ 
tions  established  by  the  Committee\n  House 
Adminisj/ation  under  existing  law.’ 

The/'  committee  amendments  Vere 
agreed  to. 

e  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  th£ 
able. 


PROVIDING  FUNDS  FOR  EXPENSES 
OF  STUDIES  AUTHORIZED  BY 
HOUSE  RESOLUTION  152,  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND  CUR¬ 
RENCY 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  submit  a  privileged  report  (Rept. 
No.  91-134)  on  the  resolution  (H.  Res. 
271)  to  provide  funds  for  the  expenses 
of  the  studies,  investigations,  and  in¬ 
quiries  authorized  by  House  Resolution 
152,  and  ask  for  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows:  . 

H.  Res.  271 

Resolved,  That,  effective  from  January  3, 
1969,  the  expenses  of  conducting  the  in¬ 
vestigations  and  studies  authorized  by  H. 
Res.  152,  Ninety-first  Congress,  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  acting  as 
a  whole  or  by  subcommittee,  not  to  exceed 
$442,500  for  the  first  session  of  the  Ninety- 
first  Congress,  including  expenditures  for 


The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PROVIDING  FOR  EXPENSES  IN¬ 
CURRED  PURSUANT  TO  HOUSE 

RESOLUTION  200 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction  of 
the  Committee  on  House  Administration, 
I  submit  a  privileged  report  (Rept.  No. 
91-135)  on  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  273) 
providing  for  the  expenses  incurred  pur¬ 
suant  to  House  Resolution  200,  and  ask 
for  immediate  consideration  of  the 
resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  273 

Resolved,  That,  effective  from  January  3, 
1969,  the  expenses  of  the  studies  and  investi¬ 
gations  to  be  conducted  pursuant  to  H.  Res. 
200  by  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor,  acting  as  a  whole  or  by  subcommittee, 
not  to  exceed  $769,600,  including  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  employment  of  investigators,  at- 
arneys,  and  experts,  and  clerical,  steno¬ 
graphic,  and  other  assistants,  and  all  ex¬ 
penses  necessary  for  travel  and  subsistence 
incurred  by  members  and  employees  while 
engaged  in  the  activities  of  the  committee 
or  any  subcommittee  thereof,  shall  be  paid 
out  of  th^  contingent  fund  of  the  House  on 
vouchers  authorized  and  signed  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  suchVommittee  and  approved  by  the 
Committee  oirHouse  Administration.  Of  such 
amount  $60,000\hall  be  available  for  each  of 
six  standing  subcommittees  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Education  ax^d  Labor,  and  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $409,600  shall  Be  available  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

Sec.  2.  The  official  \pmmittee  reporters 
may  be  used  at  all  hearings  held  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  if  not  offierwise  officially 
engaged. 

Sec.  3.  No  part  of  the  fundsVuthorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  avail&^le  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  connection  with  tire  study  or 
investigation  of  any  subject  whica,  is  being 
investigated  for  the  same  purpose\by  any 
other  committee  of  the  House,  and  the\chair- 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Education,  and 
Labor  shall  furnish  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration  information  with  respect  to 
any  study  or  investigation  intended  to  be 
financed  from  such  funds. 
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Sec.  4.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  be  expended  pursuant  to  regula¬ 
tions  established  by  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration  under  existing  law. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  t6  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  \ _ 

AUTHORIZING  EXPENSES  FOR  CON¬ 
DUCTING  STUDIES  AND  INVESTI¬ 
GATIONS  PURSUANT  TO  HOUSE 

RESOLUTION  268 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House.,  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  submit  a  privileged  report  (Rept. 
No.  91-136)  on  the  resolution,  (H.  Res. 
301)  authorizing  expenses  for  conducting 
studies  and  investigations  pursuant  to 
House  Resolution  268,  and  ask  fdr  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  301 

Resolved,  That,  effective  from  January  3, 
1969,  the  expenses  of  conducting  the  inves¬ 
tigations  and  studies  pursuant  to  H.  Res. 
268,  by  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  acting  as  a  whole  or  by  sub¬ 
committee,  not  to  exceed  $412,000,  including 
expenditures  for  the  employment  of  inves¬ 
tigators,  attorneys,  and  clerical,  stenographic, 
and  other  assistants,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  House  on  vouchers 
authorized  by  such  committee,  signed  by  the 
chairman  of  such  committee,  and  approved 
by  the  Committee  on  House  Administration. 

Sec.  2.  The  official  committee  reporters  may 
be  used  at  all  hearings  held  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  if  not  otherwise  officially  en¬ 
gaged. 

Sec.  3.  The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  shall  furnish  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration  infor¬ 
mation  with  respect  to  any  study  or  investi¬ 
gation  intended  to  be  financed  from  such 
funds.  No  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  connection  with  the  study  or  inves¬ 
tigation  of  any  subject  which  is  being  inves¬ 
tigated  for  the  same  purpose  by  any  other 
committee  of  the  House. 

Sec.  4.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  be  expended  pursuant  to  regula¬ 
tions  established  by  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration  under  existing  law. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  or 
the  table. 


PROVIDING  FUNDS  FOR  COMMIT¬ 
TEE  ON  HOUSE  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  h/  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  submit  a  privileged-report  (Rept. 
No.  91-137)  on  the  resqhition  (H.  Res. 
315)  providing  funds  for  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  and  ask  for 
immediate  consideration  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows :  / 


y 


H. 


Res.  315 


Resolved,  T’liat,  effective  January  3,  1969, 
in  carrying  put  its  duties  during  the  Ninety- 
first  Congress,  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  authorized  to  incur  such 
expense^  (not  in  excess  of  $300,000)  as  it 
deemaAdvisable.  Such  expenses  shall  be  paid 
out  ft  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  on 
vouchers  authorized  and  approved  by  such 
committee,  and  signed  by  the  chairman 
hereof. 


Sec.  2.  No  part  of  the  funds  authorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  connection  with  the  study  or  inves¬ 
tigation  on  any  subject  which  is  being  in¬ 
vestigated  for  the  same  purpose  by  any  other 
committee  of  the  House. 

Sec.  3.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolu¬ 
tion  shall  be  expended  pursuant  to  regula¬ 
tions  established  by  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration  under  existing  law. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

PROVIDING  FUNDS  FOR  COMMITTEE 

ON  INTERSTATE  AND  FOREIGN 

COMMERCE 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Adminis¬ 
tration,  I  submit  a  privileged  report 
(Rept.  No.  91-138)  on  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  320)  providing  funds  for  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  and  ask  for  immediate  considera- 
ion  of  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
low'  _ 

H.  Res.  320 

Resolved,  That,  effective  January  3,  1^69, 
the  expenses  of  conducting  the  studieyf  in- 
vestigatioW  and  inquiries  authorized  by 
H.  Res.  ll\  Ninety-first  Congress,  incurred 
by  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  acting  as  a  whole  or  by  subcom¬ 
mittee,  not  tov.  exceed  $595,000,  including 
expenditures  f ory  employment  of  experts, 
clerical,  stenographic,  and  other  assistants, 
shall  be  paid  out  o\the  contingent  fund  of 
the  House  on  vouchers  authorized  by  such 
committee,  signed  by  ^he  chairman  of  such 
committee,  and  approved  by  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration^ 

Sec.  2.  No  part  ofiahe  funds  authorized  by 
this  resolution  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditures  in  connection  with,  the  study  or 
investigation  of' any  subject  which  is  being 
investigated  for  the  same  purpose  by  any 
other  committee  of  the  House,  and\he  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  shall  furnish  th\  Com¬ 
mittee  oh  House  Administration  information 
with  inspect  to  any  study  or  investigation 
intended  to  be  financed  from  such  funds. 

ec.  3.  Funds  authorized  by  this  resolt 
tjdn  shall  be  expended  pursuant  to  regula-' 
aons  established  by  the  Committee  on  House 
'  Administration  under  existing  law. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  _ 

MAXIMUM  PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE 

FOR  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  337  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  Res.  337 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  337) 
to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem 
allowance  for  employees  of  the  Government 
traveling  on  official  business,  and  for  other 
purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  min¬ 
ority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 


amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as  or¬ 
dered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  able  gentleman  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia  (Mr.  Smith)  ,  and  pending  that  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  337 
provides  an  open  rule  with  1  hour  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
337  to  increase  existing  travel  expenses 
for  Government  employees.  The  bill 
would  increase  the  maximum  per  diem 
allowance  within  the  United  States  from 
its  present  rate  of  $16  to  $22  per  day. 
Thus,  where  an  agency  or  department 
determines  that  the  expenses  are  war¬ 
ranted,  any  amount  up  to  the  maximum 
may  be  paid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  there  is  a 
great  effort  being  made  to  curb  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  Federal  Government,  but  I 
hope  that  the  departments  or  agencies 
for  which  an  employee  is  working  will 
grant  to  that  employee  his  actual  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  up  to  the  $22  per  day  so 
that  the  employee  will  not  have  to  bear 
that  additional  expense.  I  hope  the  au¬ 
thority  will  not  be  exercised  to  reduce 
this  amount  because  I  think  the  Federal 
Government  has  been  making  it  nec¬ 
essary  for  faithful  and  loyal  employees 
of  this  Government  to  go  heavily  into 
their  savings  or  salaries  in  order  to  pay 
their  necessary  traveling  expenses  which 
they  incur  cn  their  part.  Even  the  $22  a 
day,  with  the  high  cost  of  motel  and 
hotel  bills  and  traveling  In  the  continen¬ 
tal  United  States  is  really  not  enough  for 
actual  travel  expense  within  the  United 
States  for  Federal  employees,  and  I  cer¬ 
tainly  hope  that  the  $22  maximum  which 
under  H.R.  337  will  not  be  reduced  by 
the  executive  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

When,  due  to  unusual  circumstances, 
the  actual  expenses  of  a  trip  within  the 
United  States  are  greater  than  the  maxi¬ 
mum  per  diem,  the  employee’s  actual  and 
necessary  expenses  may  be  paid  up  to  a 
present  maximum  of  $30  per  day.  H.R. 
337  increases  this  maximum  to  $35  per 
day. 

When  traveling  in  foreign  countries, 
travel  expenses  are  paid  on  the  basis  of 
a  per  diem  for  that  country  which  the 
State  Department  determines  to  be 
adequate.  There  are  occasions,  however, 
when  the  per  diem  may  be  exceeded  by 
the  expenses.  Presently  the  law  permits 
the  payment  of  an  additional  $1  above 
the  per  diem  for  such  cases  if  accom¬ 
panied  by  unusual  circumstances.  The 
bill  if  adopted,  would  increase  the  $10 
allowance  to  an  additional  $15  per  day. 

The  legislation  makes  the  same 
changes  in  payment  of  travel  expenses 
for  intermittent  employees  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  such  as  experts  and  consultants, 
as  have  been  made  for  regular  employees. 
Thus,  the  maximum  per  diem  is  increased 
from  $16  to  $22  per  day  and  maximum 
actual  expenses  within  the  United 
States  from  $30  to  $35  per  day  and,  out¬ 
side  the  United  States,  from  the  $10 
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added  to  the  per  diem  to  $15  added  to 
the  per  diem  for  the  country  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this  is  legislation 
too  long  delayed  by  our  Government  and 
I  hope  this  rule  will  be  adopted  so  that 
H.R.  337  may  be  considered  and  I  hope 
adopted  by  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  California  (Mr. 
Smith)  . 

,  Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  pennission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  it  is  rather  interesting  to  note 
that  the  number  on  the  resolution,  No. 
337,  and  the  bill  which  we  will  be  consid¬ 
ering  is  the  same,  H.R.  337. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  rule  with  1  hour  of  open  debate  for 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  337, 
having  to  do  with  the  maximum  per  diem 
allowance  for  Government  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  H.R.  337  is 
to  amend  current  travel  expense  legisla¬ 
tion  for  Government  employees. 

The  per  diem  allowance  is  increased 
from  $16  to  $22  per  day. 

The  maximum  allowance  on  an  actual 
expense  basis  is  increased  from  $30  to 
$35  per  day. 

Finally,  the  bill  increases  the  foreign 
travel  allowance  above  the  established 
per  diem  from  $10  to  $15  per  day. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  increases 
contained  in  the  bill,  exclusive  of  travel 
abroad,  is  $27,000,000.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  expects  the  additional  cost  to 
each  agency  to  be  absorbed. 

The  bill  is  only  slightly  different  than 
a  similar  bill  which  passed  the  House  last 
year  but  was  not  acted  on  by  the  Senate. 
The  difference  is  an  increase  in  the  per 
diem  from  $20  to  $22  to  reflect  the  ap¬ 
proximate  cost  increase  since  1967  when 
the  last  Bureau  of  the  Budget  study  was 
completed. 

There  are  no  minority  views. 

The  administration  supports  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  adoption  of  the 
rule. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  bill  (H.R.  337)  to  increase 
the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  employees  of  the  Government  travel¬ 
ing  on  official  business,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Tire  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  337,  with  Mr. 
Anntjnzio  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Rosen¬ 
thal)  will  be  recognized  for  30  minutes, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
Brown)  will  be  recognized  for  30  min¬ 
utes. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Rosenthal)  . 

(Mr.  ROSENTHAL  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  337  would  increase 
the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  civilian  employees  of  the  Government 
traveling  on  official  business.  Per  diem, 
as  we  all  know,  is  a  fiat-rate  reimburse¬ 
ment  which  covers  the  average  cost  of 
subsistence  when  Government  employees 
must  travel  in  carrying  out  their  respon¬ 
sibilities.  This  fiat  rate  covers  hotels, 
food  costs,  and  certain  other  expenses. 
The  present  rate  is  $16  per  day  set  by 
the  Congress  in  1961.  Last  year  we  passed 
H.R.  13738,  raising  the  per  diem  rate  to 
$20,  but  that  bill  was  not  acted  upon  by 
the  Senate. 

In  summary,  the  bill,  as  amended  by 
the  committee,  raises  the  maximum  per 
diem  rate  from  the  present  $16  per  day 
to  $22  per  day  and  raises  the  maximum 
reimbursement  for  actual  expenses — 
only  allowed  in  unusual  circumstances — 
from  $30  per  day  to  $35. 

When  our  Government  officials  are 
traveling  in  foreign  countries,  travel  ex¬ 
penses  are  paid  on  the  basis  of  a  per 
diem  for  that  country  which  the  State 
Department  sets,  but  there  are  occasions 
when  the  per  diem  may  be  exceeded  by 
actual  out-of-pocket  expenses.  The  law 
now  permits  the  payment  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  $10  above  the  per  diem  for  such 
cases  if  accompanied  by  unusual  circum¬ 
stances.  H.R.  337  increases  this  per  diem 
from  $10  to  $15  per  day.  The  bill  makes 
the  same  changes  in  the  per  diem  rates 
and  payment  of  actual  expenses  for  in¬ 
termittent  employees  of  the  Government, 
such  as  experts  and  consultants,  as  would 
be  made  for  regular  employees. 

Other  than  the  increase  in  the  basic 
per  diem  rate  to  $22  and  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  certain  features  of  that  bill  af¬ 
fecting  judges  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Mili¬ 
tary  Appeals  and  mobile  employees  of 
the  Post  Office,  the  bill  is  the  same  as 
the  one  which  passed  the  House  last 
year.  The  House-passed  bill  provided  for 
$20  per  day.  H.R.  337,  as  introduced  in 
this  Congress,  called  for  $25  per  day,  but 
the  committee  agreed  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
that  the  figure  be  set  at  $22  per  day. 
The  Bureau  reported  that  its  studies 
showed  a  10-percent  increase  in  travel 
subsistence  costs  since  our  hearings  of 
2  years  ago.  The  Government  employee 
unions,  however,  all  supported  the  $25 
figure  and  submitted  their  own  evidence 
of  the  need  for  that  maximum. 

This  bill,  as  we  present  it,  is  a  very 
conservative  one  and  may  still  be  less 
than  adequate  to  meet  the  expense  of 
those  Federal  workers  who  must  travel 
at  the  direction  of  their  agencies.  Action 
must  be  taken,  however,  to  remedy  the 


obvious  inequity  of  the  present  $16  per 
diem. 

The  action  of  the  committee  and  our 
recommendation  that  this  bill  be  passed 
by  the  House  are  based  on  the  hard 
statistical  facts  of  increased  cost  of 
travel  that  were  presented  to  us  during 
our  hearings.  They  have  been  sum¬ 
marized  in  our  committee  report.  The 
committee  has  always  taken  the  position 
that  Government  employees  should  not 
be  expected  to  pay  out  of  their  own 
pockets  the  cost  of  doing  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  work.  Travel  is  as  necessary  to 
conducting  our  Government’s  business  as 
it  is  in  private  industry. 

I  would  direct  the  attention  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  page  3  of  the  report  which  in¬ 
dicates  the  findings  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Census 
and  numerous  independent  accounting 
offices  which  shows  that  there  has  been 
an  increase  in  the  cost  of  travel  and  the 
cost  of  hotel  and  meals  and  other  ex¬ 
penses  over  and  above  what  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  reported  in  1967.  All  other 
reports  and  investigations  by  outside 
agencies  support  the  figures  as  provided 
in  this  bill. 

May  I  also  state,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
our  former  colleague,  Chairman  Ram- 
speck  testified  in  support  of  this  bill  and 
he  cited  his  own  personal  experiences  in 
spending  considerably  more  than  $16  per 
day  in  traveling  on  official  business. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  increase  in  the  maximum 
per  diem  rates  it  recommended  would 
add  approximately  $27  million  to  the  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  official  travel  to  civilian 
agencies.  Since  the  provisions  of  the  re¬ 
ported  bill  provide  lesser  increases  than 
those  recommended  by  the  Bureau,  the 
corresponding  added  annual  cost  should 
be  somewhat  lower  than  the  above  esti¬ 
mate.  The  Bureau  expects  the  executive 
agencies  to  absorb  the  increased  costs 
within  available  appropriations. 

Payment  of  travel  expenses  such  as  ho¬ 
tel,  food,  and  other  subsistence  costs  to 
Government  employees  traveling  on  offi¬ 
cial  business  is  authorized  by  the  Travel 
Expense  Act  of  1949  and  subsequent 
amendments,  now  codified  in  sections 
5701  to  5708  of  title  5  of  the  United 
States  Code.  The  pertinent  provisions  af¬ 
fected  by  H.R.  337  are  sections  5702  and 
5703.  The  act  provides  maximum 
amounts  which  may  be  paid  by  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  and  it  was  not  an¬ 
ticipated  by  the  Congress  that  the  maxi¬ 
mum  would  be  set  for  all  travel.  Based 
on  the  expected  costs  of  the  particular 
travel,  the  agencies  exercise  their  discre¬ 
tion  to  set  rates  that  in  many  cases  are 
lower  than  the  maximum.  Overall  poli¬ 
cies  and  regulations  are  made  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Section  1  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  raises 
the  maximum  per  diem  within  the  United 
States  from  the  present  $16  to  $22  per 
day.  Thus,  where  a  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  expenses  to  be  in¬ 
curred  warrant  it,  any  amount  up  to  the 
maximum  may  be  paid. 

Per  diem  is  the  customary  way  of  pay¬ 
ing  travel  expenses  but  the  law  provides 
that  when  the  actual  expenses  of  a  trip 
within  the  United  States  are  greater  than 
the  maximum  per  diem  due  to  the  un- 
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usual  circumstances  of  the  travel  assign¬ 
ment,  the  employee’s  actual  and  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  may  be  paid  up  to  a  pres¬ 
ent  maximum  of  $30  per  day.  Thus,  when 
the  unusual  circumstances  of  the  travel 
or  conditions  at  the  destination  result  in 
costs  to  the  employee  that  exceed  the  per 
diem,  he  may  be  paid  his  specific  out-of- 
pocket  expenses  up  to  $30  per  day.  The 
bill  increases  this  maximum  to  $35  per 
day. 

When  traveling  in  foreign  countries, 
travel  expenses  are  paid  on  the  basis  of 
a  per  diem  Tor  that  country  which  the 
State  Department  determines  is  ade¬ 
quate.  But  there  are  occasions  when  the 
per  diem  may  be  exceeded  by  the  ex¬ 
penses.  The  law  now  permits  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  an  additional  $10  above  the  per 
diem  for  such  cases  if  accompanied  by 
unusual  circumstances.  This  bill  increases 
the  $10  to  an  additional  $15  per  day. 

Section  2  makes  the  same  changes  in 
payment  of  travel  expenses  for  intermit¬ 
tent  employees  of  the  Government  such 
as  experts  and  consultants  as  have  been 
made  for  the  regular  employees  by  sec¬ 
tion  1.  Thus,  the  maximum  per  diem  they 
may  be  paid  is  increased  from  $16  to  $22 
per  day.  Maximum  actual  expenses  with¬ 
in  the  United  States  are  increased  from 
$30  to  $35  per  day  and,  outside  of  the 
United  States,  from  the  $10  added  to  the 
per  diem  to  $15  added  to  the  per  diem  for 
the  country  involved. 

Sections  3  and  4  have  been  deleted 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  passage  of  this  bill, 
in  my  judgment,  is  a  matter  of  simple 
justice  and  fairness  to  our  dedicated  and 
hardworking  Government  employees.  In 
many,  many  cases  and  perhaps  in  the 
majority  of  cases,  these  employees,  while 
traveling  on  official  business,  have  had 
to  spend  personal  funds  beyond  the  per 
diem  allotment  of  $16  per  day. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  bill  will  be 
overwhelmingly  passed  by  the  House  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  BETTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BETTS.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
would  explain  the  difference  between 
Government  employees  and  others  as  is 
set  forth  in  the  second  section  and  why 
there  has  to  be  a  discrepancy  in  the  max¬ 
imum  allowances? 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Yes;  section  1  of 
the  bill  provides  the  regular  per  diem  of 
Government  employees  and  raises  the 
per  diem  from  $16  to  $22  and  from  $30 
to  $35  under  unusual  circumstances.  All 
of  this  was  documented  by  actual  expe¬ 
rience  by  the  commission. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  applies  to  inter¬ 
mittent  employees  such  as  experts  and 
consultants.  I  might  suggest  that,  while 
we  fix  a  maximum  of  $22  per  day,  each 
agency  will  establish  regulations  for  its 
own  travel  and  may  well  fix  some  lower 
amount  if  appropriate. 

Mr.  BETTS.  I  was  just  wondering  why 
there  should  be  a  difference  so  far  as 
these  travelers  are  concerned  under  sec¬ 
tion  2  and  the  Government  employees? 
The  only  thing  I  can  think  of  is  that  sec¬ 
tion  5712  of  the  code  should  be  appro¬ 
priately  amended  to  follow  this  pro¬ 
cedure. 


Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man  yielding. 

I  wanted  a  point  of  information,  and 
I  want  it  understood  crystally  clear  that 
I  believe  all  of  those  who  travel  on  offi¬ 
cial  business  should  have  a  better  per 
diem  rate  as  we  of  the  Congress  who 
travel  on  official  business  on  rare  occa¬ 
sions,  perhaps  once  a  month  back  and 
forth  to  our  homes.  But  pertaining  to 
the  gentleman’s  comments  about  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  estimates,  is  it 
not  true  that  the  estimate  made  in¬ 
crease  above  or  below  the  $27  million  be¬ 
cause  they  estimated  that  there  were  9 
million  man-days  of  travel  each  year  by 
all  classes  of  Federal  employees,  if  I  may 
use  that  term  loosely,  and  that  if  we  in¬ 
creased  the  maximum  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  by  $6,  as  I  understand  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides,  it  would  cost  $54  million.  However, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  estimates  that 
only  50  percent  of  those  who  drew  per 
diems  last  year  spent  more  than  the 
present  $16  per  day  maximum,  while 
the  other  50  percent  were  spending  some¬ 
thing  less  than  60  percent.  So  that  they 
figured  that  on  the  average  the  employees 
would  qualify  only  for  a  $3  increase,  or  a 
total  of  $27  million.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  idea  about  how  this  $27  million 
of  additional  cost  in  this  time  of  ap¬ 
proaching  austerity  would  hold  up  under 
the  sections  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  The  gentleman  is 
correct  in  what  he  has  reported,  and  I 
appreciate  his  comment  and  his  sup¬ 
port.  The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  suggested  that  their  budget  was 
$27  million,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
we  made  a  reduction  in  their  proposal, 
it  would  be  something  less  than  that. 
They  also  suggested  it  was  not  possible 
to  make  an  accurate  and  precise  projec¬ 
tion.  This  was  their  best  estimate  and 
they  anticipated  the  agencies  could  ab¬ 
sorb  this  increase  within  the  existing 
appropriation.  The  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  did  not  go  beyond 
that. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  337,  a  bill  to 
increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem 
allowance  for  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  traveling  on  official  business. 

Sections  1  and  2  of  the  bill  as  amended 
by  the  committee  would  increase  the 
maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for 
travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  from  $16 
to  $22,  or  a  37%-percent  increase,  and 
it  would  increase  the  maximum  allow¬ 
ance  for  reimbursement  on  an  actual 
expense  basis  for  such  travel  from  $30 
to  $35  per  day,  or  16%  percent. 

For  travel  outside  the  contiguous  48 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
bill  would  increase  the  maximum  allow¬ 
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ance  for  travel  on  an  actual  expense 
basis  from  $10  plus  the  established  max¬ 
imum  per  diem  rate  to  $15  plus  the 
established  maximum  per  diem  rate. 

Sections  3  and  4,  as  noted,  were  strick¬ 
en  from  the  bill. 

Section  3  was  stricken  because  it  would 
amend  section  3581(d)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  and  thus  is  properly  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee. 

Section  4  was  stricken  because  it  would 
amend  section  867(a)(1)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  thus  coming  prop¬ 
erly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee.  Moreover,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4  have  already  been 
enacted  as  a  part  of  Public  Law  90-340. 

There  was  complete  agreement  in  the 
subcommittee  with  the  need  to  raise  al¬ 
lowances  to  keep  pace  with  rising  travel 
costs,  and  it  was  felt  that  the  allowances 
proposed  in  sections  1  and  2  of  the  bill 
were  appropriate. 

The  percentage  increase,  37 %  percent, 
from  $16  to  $22,  for  unlisted  expenses, 
may  seem  large,  but  it  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  8  years  have  elapsed  since  the 
act  was  last  amended,  and  the  proposed 
changes  do  no  more  than  reflect  the 
present  costs  of  travel  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  the  testimony — and  this  relates 
to  the  questions  asked  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  (Mr  Hall) — in  the  testi¬ 
mony  that  was  presented  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  it  was  noted  that  in  the  spring  of 
1967  a  survey  was  conducted  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  in  which  they  re¬ 
quested  18  principal  Federal  agencies  for 
information  on  subsistence  costs  repre¬ 
senting  over  12.000  employee  travel  ex¬ 
periences  covering  almost  64,000  man- 
days  of  travel. 

An  analysis  of  these  data  showed  6,171 
travel  experiences,  51.3  percent  of  the 
total,  where  subsistence  costs  exceeded 
$16  per  day,  the  average  of  these  being 
$19.21.  On  this  basis,  the  Bureau  rec¬ 
ommended  to  the  Congress  a  national  per 
diem  of  $20  in  lieu  of  subsistence  ex¬ 
penses  last  year.  I  presume  that  the  $27 
million  estimate  was  based  on  this  51 
percent  of  maximum  as  exposed  by  this 
survey,  and  that  it  was  assumed  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  potential  $54  million  would 
bring  it  to  $27  million. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
that  the  gentleman’s  statement  is  cor¬ 
rect,  except  for  the  fact  that  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  estimates  that  even  if  the 
per  diem  ceiling  were  raised  $6,  as  pro¬ 
posed,  only  50  percent,  or  perhaps  less, 
of  those  employees  drawing  per  diem 
would  get  the  maximum,  and  that  50 
percent  is  why  they  reduced  it  to  $27 
million. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  think  that  is  correct.  I  think  there  is 
also  the  possibility  that  because  this 
money  is  going  to  have  to  be  taken  out  of 
presently  available  funds,  there  may  be 
some  reduction  in  travel,  because  of  the 
increased  per  diem  allowance,  that  might 
otherwise  have  been  authorized. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  long  as 
we  have  interrupted  the  gentleman’s  re¬ 
marks,  will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  won¬ 
der — and  as  I  stated  in  my  first  question 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York,  I  seek 
equity — I  certainly  do  not  want  any  of 
our  employees  paying  money  out  of  their 
pockets  for  expenses  while  traveling  on 
official  business. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  has  been 
done  on  a  number  of  occasions. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  understand  that  from  the 
committee’s  well-written  report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  does  this 
apply  to  members  of  the  executive  branch 
while  traveling  on  official  business? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  applies  to  all 
Government  employees  who  are  author¬ 
ized  to  travel  on  official  business  in  this 
way. 

Mr.  HALL.  It  is  applicable  to  the  judi¬ 
cial  and  legislative  branches  as  well  as 
the  executive  branch? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  No.  My  under¬ 
standing  is  that  it  will  be  probably  the 
executive  alone,  but  perhaps  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  can  assist  me  in 
that  regard. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was  my 
understanding  in  April  last  year  when 
we  passed  the  previous  bill. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  also  covers 
the  quasi-legislative  bodies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  agencies. 

Mr.  HALL.  There  was  for  travel  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  travel  budget  of  fiscal  year 
1969  over  1968  a  total  of  $2,050,000,000. 
Does  the  gentleman  know  what  the  figure 
is  in  the  anticipated  1970  budget,  and  is 
it  provided  for? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  know 
the  figure  in  the  1970  budget.  The  antici¬ 
pation  was  that  this  legislation  would 
have  no  significant  effect  on  the  budget 
figure  in  the  1970  budget,  again  for  the 
reason  that  the  agencies  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  live  within  the  previous  request 
they  had  made  in  preparation  of  that 
budget,  and  that  only  on  the  occasion  of 
absolutely  necessary  overspending,  where 
they  would  be  obliged  to  come  back  and 
ask  for  additional  funds,  would  those 
funds  be  considered. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  for  a  final  question, 
what  I  am  trying  to  get  at  is  whether 
this  is  a  cost  of  travel  of  cost  of  living  or 
inflationary  increase  in  order  to  keep  up 
with  the  actual  expenditures  or  whether 
there  is  poor  travel  discipline  in  the 
agencies  of  the  executive  branch,  and  did 
the  gentleman’s  committee  go  into  this 
problem? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  The  gentleman’s 
committee  did  not  go  into  this  problem 
as  to  whether  the  travel  expenditures 
generally  had  been  authorized  with  cir¬ 
cumspection  by  the  various  agencies. 

This  legislation,  however,  relates  not 
to  whether  or  not  the  agencies  have  been 
circumspect,  but  as  to  whether  or  not 
Federal  employees  traveling  on  per  diem 
allowances  were  being  compensated  for 
the  actual  expenses  incurred.  In  other 
words,  the  recommendations  here  relate 
only  to  the  cost-of-living  increase  or  the 
cost-of-travel  increase,  maybe  I  should 
say,  in  the  per  diem  that  has  occurred 
since  the  last  authorization  by  this  com¬ 
mittee. 


Mr.  HALL.  Of  course  it  follows,  there¬ 
fore,  that  unless  some  circumspection  or 
oversight  or  surveillance  is  exercised  on 
necessary  travel,  if  we  recompense  com¬ 
pletely  for  travel,  there  might  not  be  the 
restriction  on  unneeded  travel,  which 
would  otherwise  occur. 

I  am  still  not  recommending  that  those 
who  travel  in  the  executive  branch  on 
necessary  business  be  restricted  or  be 
underpaid;  but  just  as  in  communica¬ 
tions  there  must  be  some  discipline  ex¬ 
ercised  to  see  that  unnecessary  messages 
are  not  sent,  the  same  is  true  with  respect 
to  travel  in  the  executive  branch.  If  it 
gets  to  be  over  $2,050  million  as  an  item 
in  the  executive  budget  per  year,  it  is 
certainly  worth  oversight. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Since  these  in¬ 
creased  individual  allowances  will  come 
out  of  the  requested  budgets  for  1970 
rather  than  creating  an  increase  in  those 
budgets,  it  is  assumed,  at  least  for  this 
first  year,  that  any  unnecessary  travel 
will  be  spotlighted,  because  the  agencies 
may  be  hard  pressed  to  fit  their  travel 
requirements  into  the  requested  budget, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  they  made  their 
requested  budgets  on  the  basis  of  $16 
per  day  rather  than  $22  per  day. 

To  continue  with  my  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  various  aspects  of  this 
legislation : 

Finally,  for  travel  outside  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  the  bill  would  in¬ 
crease  the  maximum  allowable  per  day 
on  an  actual  expense  basis  from  $10  to 
$15  above  the  normal  per  diem  rate  for 
the  locality  involved.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  had  recommended  an  increase 
to  $18  a  day  above  the  per  diem. 

Rates  set  for  travel  to  States  and  U.S. 
possessions  outside  the  continental 
United  States  are  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  and  they  are  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
travel  to  foreign  countries. 

While  the  figures  agreed  to  in  com¬ 
mittee  were  not  everything  the  employee 
representatives  asked  for,  they  appear 
adequate  on  the  basis  of  statistics  fur¬ 
nished  the  committee.  Moreover,  the 
more  modest  proposals  of  the  committee 
assure  a  greater  likelihood  of  congres¬ 
sional  approval  and  hence  are  more 
meaningful  to  the  Government  employee. 

In  shaping  the  bill  to  its  maximum 
acceptability  the  committee  resisted 
urgings  for  an  amendment  that  would 
ask  agencies  to  encourage  their  profes¬ 
sional  employees  to  travel  first  on  air¬ 
planes.  The  committee  was  not  per¬ 
suaded  by  the  argument  that  such  a 
fringe  benefit  would  be  helpful  in  retain¬ 
ing  the  best  people  in  Government. 

The  committee  rather  felt  perhaps  we 
should  keep  some  people  in  Government 
who  are  economy  minded. 

The  annual  additional  cost  of  official 
travel  to  civilian  agencies  should  be 
somewhat  less  than  the  $27  million  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The 
Bureau  estimate  was  based  on  the  figures 
which  it  recommended  and  which  were 
somewhat  higher  than  those  agreed  upon 
by  the  committee.  The  Bureau  expects 
the  executive  agencies  to  absorb  the  in¬ 
creased  costs  within  available  appropria¬ 
tions.  In  some  agencies  it  will  have  to 
come  out  of  substantive  programs,  but  in 


some  agencies  it  will  come  just  out  of  the 
standard  salaries  and  expenditures  type 
of  appropriation. 

We  feel  that  the  increases  are  fully 
justified,  if  a  bit  on  the  conservative  side. 
But  in  the  face  of  the  Nation’s  economy 
and  the  concern  for  our  Federal  deficits 
and  our  Federal  budget  this  year,  such 
conservatism  appears  fully  justified  in 
the  interest  of  the  taxpayers.  There  will 
still  be  cases  in  high-cost  areas  where 
Government  employees  may  have  to  pay 
a  part  of  their  travel  expenses  out  of 
their  own  pockets.  This  is  to  be  regretted 
and  avoided  where  possible. 

The  legislation  represents,  however,  a 
reasonable  compromise  between  equity 
and  economy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  has  consumed  12  minutes. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  (Mr.  Erlenborn)  . 

(Mr.  ERLENBORN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  for 
yielding. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  the  sponsor  of  the  bill; 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  the 
chairman  of  our  subcommittee;  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio,  who  is  handling 
the  bill  for  the  minority;  on  what  I 
consider  to  be  a  good  compromise  that 
has  led  to  the  consideration  of  H.R.  337. 

I  hope  this  bill  passes  in  this  form,  be¬ 
cause  it  will  grant  more  equity  to  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  required  to  travel  on  busi¬ 
ness. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  does  represent  a 
compromise.  The  gentleman  from  New 
York,  its  sponsor,  I  am  sure,  would  like 
to  have  some  higher  figures  in  here.  The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  did  recommend 
some  higher  figures  in  some  instances. 
They  had  $40  here  as  actual  reimburse¬ 
ment,  whereas  the  committee  recom¬ 
mended  and  the  bill  contains  $35. 

I  hope  that  the  other  body  will  act 
with  dispatch  this  year,  in  contrast  to 
their  lack  of  action  last  year,  because 
it  is  not  at  all  fair  to  require  Federal 
employees  when  traveling  to  cover  any 
part  of  their  expense  from  their  own 
pockets.  They  should  be  reimbursed  for 
their  actual  expenses. 

Testimony  before  our  subcommittee 
was  clear  and  uncontroverted  that  in¬ 
creases  in  travel  cost,  in  hotel  rooms  and 
meals,  make  the  present  $16  per  day 
allowance  no  longer  fair.  We  believe  a 
maximum  of  $22  will  constitute  a  fair 
reimbursement  for  the  cost  of  per  diem 
travel. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  FINDLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
new  member  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
would  like  to  express  my  support  for  this 
legislation  and  also  to  congratulate  the 
leadership  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  on 
a  job  well  done. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  337, 
to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per 
diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the 
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Government  traveling  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

Anyone  who  has  traveled  within  the 
past  few  years  knows  that  $16  per  day 
is  woefully  inadequate  to  cover  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  food  and  lodging  in  most  parts 
of  this  Nation.  I  believe  an  increase  to 
$22  per  day  is  the  minimum  we  can  do 
to  make  certain  that  our  Federal  em¬ 
ployees,  traveling  on  the  Nation’s  busi¬ 
ness,  are  not  forced  to  pay  from  their 
own  wages  a  sizable  part  of  the  expenses 
they  incur. 

During  the  90th  Congress,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  acknowledged  the  fact 
that  $16  per  day  was  insufficinet  to  cover 
expenses  of  travel,  and  we  passed  H.R. 
13738,  which  would  have  increased  the 
amount  to  $20  per  day.  Unfortunately, 
the  Senate  failed  to  act.  Two  years  ago, 
in  considering  the  legislation,  we  were 
told  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had 
determined  after  extensive  study  that 
the  actual  average  total  daily  subsist¬ 
ence  for  travelers  in  1967  was  $19.56. 
Today,  2  years  of  continuing  inflation 
have  again  increased  the  figure,  and  I 
am  convinced  that  $22  per  day  is  at  best 
merely  adequate. 

Provision  also  needs  to  be  made  for 
the  unusual  situation  when  an  employee 
incurs  out-of-pocket  expenses  greatly  in 
excess  of  normal  per  diem,  for  reim¬ 
bursement  of  a  greater  amount  than  the 
$30  per  day  present  maximum.  This 
amount,  too,  is  raised  in  H.R.  337  to  $35 
per  day,  and  again  I  believe  this  is  the 
minimum  we  can  do  to  assist  employees 
faced  with  such  emergencies. 

All  in  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  this 
bill  is  long  overdue,  and  should  be  acted 
upon  favorably,  not  only  by  the  members 
of  this  House  but  by  our  colleagues  in 
the  Senate  as  well,  at  the  earliest  prac¬ 
ticable  date,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time,  and 
I  yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ROSENTHAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time  and 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  the  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  5702 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$25”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “$35”,  and  by  striking 
out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$20”,  by  striking 
out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$35”, 
and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  3581(d)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$9”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$15”. 

Sec.  4.  The  last  sentence  of  section  867(a) 
(1)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows :  “Upon  his  certificate,  each 
judge,  while  attending  court,  or  transacting 
official  business  outside  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  is  entitled  to  be  paid  all  necessary 
traveling  expenses  and  allowances  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  each  Justice  or  judge  of  the  United 
States  under  section  456  of  title  28.”. 


With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  "$25”  and  insert 
‘‘$22”, 

Page  1,  line  10,  strike  out  “$20”  and  insert 
“$22”. 

Page  2,  strike  out  lines  3  through  12. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Annunzio,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  337)  to  increase  the  maximum  rate 
of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of 
the  Government  traveling  on  official 
business,  and  for  other  purposes,  pur¬ 
suant  to  House  Resolution  337,  he  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  op.  the 
table. 


GljjNERAL  LEAV1$ 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
desiring/to  do  so  may  have  5  legislative 
days  ha  which  to  extend  their  remarks 
on  t£e  bill  just  passed. 

le  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
tp&  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio?' 
There  was  no  objection. 


CANADIAN  AND  MEXICAN 
COMMUTERS 

(Mr.  FEIGHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  today 
along  with  24  cosponsors,  I  have  intro¬ 
duced  H.R.  9505,  a  bill  which  amends 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  by 
adding  a  new  subsection  to  section  212. 
The  amendment  is  geared  specifically  to 
regulating  more  effectively  the  influx 
into  the  United  States  of  nationals  from 
Canada  and  Mexico  under  the  so-called 
alien  commuter  system,  which  is  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service. 

This  system — a  creature  of  adminis¬ 
trative  ingenuity  without  a  statutory 
base — permits  Canadian  and  Mexican 
workers  who  have  been  lawfully  admitted 
to  the  United  States  for  permanent  resi¬ 
dence,  and  who  hold  alien  registration 


receipt  cards,  commonly  known  as 
“green  cards,”  to  reside  in  Canada  or, 
Mexico  and  regularly  commute  aero 
the  border  to  places  of  employment, 
the  United  States. 

Sample  counts  of  commuters  erasing 
the  border  have  been  taken  periodically. 
On  January  11  and  17,  1966,  54,875  com¬ 
muters  entered  the  United  States,  43,687 
of  whom  entered  from  Mexico.  This 
number  was  slightly  lower  during  No¬ 
vember  and  December  19o7,  when  40,176 
commuters  from  Mexico  were  identified 
and  their  green  caras  were  suitably 
marked  to  distinguish  them. 

Regardless  of  the  exact  number  in¬ 
volved,  howeveiyahere  is  no  doubt  that 
the  commuter /movement  adversely  af¬ 
fects  the  wages  and  working  conditions 
of  our  own sfitizens  and  residents,  espe¬ 
cially  those  living  in  the  cities  and  towns 
along  the  Mexican  border  in  Arizona, 
California,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas.  The 
comnmter  movement  from  Mexico  is  a 
factor  contributing  to  the  grinding  pov¬ 
erty,  high  unemployment,  and  low  wages 
the  border  areas. 

Much  of  the  border  area  has  relatively 
large  labor  surpluses,  partly  because  of 
the  large  number  of  low-skill  U.S.  citi¬ 
zens  and  resident  aliens  residing  in  the 
area.  The  impact  of  these  commuters  on 
the  labor  market  has  been  enormous. 

A  report  by  the  social  action  commis¬ 
sion  of  the  Catholic  diocese  of  El  Paso 
indicated  that  one  of  the  reasons  for 
the  low  wages  in  El  Paso  is — 

The  Mexican-American  must  compete 
with  some  25,000  workers  from  Mexico  .  .  . 
legal  alien  commuters,  United  States  citi¬ 
zens,  and  illegal  entrants  .  .  .  who  daily  cross 
the  bridge  from  Juarez  to  work  in  El  Paso. 
Generally  speaking,  the  workers  from  Mexi¬ 
co  find  no  inconvenience  in  working  for  the 
barest  of  wages  in  El  Paso. 

The  employment  of  commuters  in 
areas  of  high  unemployment  is  a  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  communities  along  the 
border  area.  Data  published  by  the  Texas 
Employment  Commission  in  1966  shows 
that  the  unemployment  rate  in  the  bor¬ 
der  towns  was  substantially  greater  than 
in  the  interior  cities.  Under  unanimous 
consent  I  shall  place  a  table  showing  un¬ 
employment  rates  in  Texas  border  cities 
in -the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my 
remarks. 

Thoimpact  of  the  commuter  is  partic¬ 
ularly  ;icute  in  agriculture  where  mech- 
anizatiorixis  rapidly  reducing  job  oppor¬ 
tunities.  Ihie  to  the  high  concentration 
of  farms  aldpg  the  border  and  the  fact 
that  commuters  often  work  in  the  lowest 
skilled,  lowest  paid  jobs,  farmworkers, 
who  are  already  underpaid,  are  the  first 
to  suffer  competitihji  from  the  commut¬ 
ers. 

The  bill  we  have  introduced  does  not 
end  the  commuter  system,  but  it  does 
refine  its  operation.  The  Bill  simply  pro¬ 
vides  that  each  commuter\lien  must  be 
regularly  certified  every  6  imbnths  by  the 
Department  of  Labor  that  his  presence 
in  the  United  States  to  seek  orcontinue 
employment  does  not  adverse!^,  affect 
wages  or  working  conditions  oK  U.S. 
workers  similarly  employed.  In  determin¬ 
ing  whether  their  employment  does 
versely  affect  wages  and  working  cone 
tions  of  American  workers,  the  standard' 
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H.  R.  337 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  27, 1969 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


AN  ACT 

To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$22”, 

5  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$35”, 

6  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

7 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
10  “$22”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

n 


2 


1  “$35”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

2  thereof  “$15”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  26,  1969. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(FOR  INFORMATION\QNLY| 

NOT  TO  BE  QUOTED  vR  CITED) 
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Family  assistance. ........ 28 

Farm  program . 40 
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Food  stamps . 3 
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Public/works . 15 

Purchasing . 35 

Recreation . 18,34,43,48 

Relocation  assistance. ..... 7 

Revenue  sharing 

. . 14,25,28,52 

Selective  service. .. 19, 26,46 

Shoe  imports . 17 

Sugar . 13 

Tax  reform. . . .27,52 

Trade. . . 47 

Travel . 6 

Water  and  sewer  facilities 

. 1,45 

Water  resources ...........  33 

Wheat . 2 

Wilderness . 33 

Wildlife . 51 


r”GHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  housing  bill.  House  passedN'environmental  quality  bill. 

.  hate  passed  resolution  to  continue  housing  laws  for  90\days.  Senate  debated 
food  stamp  bill.  Senate  pagsed  bill  to  increase  Tulelakepheat  acreage. 
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SENATE 


HOUSING.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2864,  to  amend  and  extend  laws  relating, 
housing  and  urban  development,  pp.  S11137-65 

;reed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen,  Sparkman  (for  Mondale)  to  extend  the  deadline 
for  grants  for  basic  water  and  sewer  facilities  from  October  1,  1969, /to  May 
1,  197dk  p.  S11143 

Agreed,  to  an  amendment  by  Sen,  Sparkman  (for  Muskie)  providing  substitute 


language  ftor  section  303  (utilization  of  private  enterprise  in  cc/nprehensive 
planning  ana,  public  works  planning),  p,  S11146 

Agreed  to  \n  amendment  by  Sen.  Goodell  authorizing  an  adjus^merit  in 
mortgage  limitsx  if  price  index  for  calendar  year  1968  was  higner  or  lower  by 
at  least  3  percent  than  for  1965  (instead  of  1967)  and  authorizing  an  adjustment 
in  basic  dollar-per-room  limitation  for  public  housing  pr/jects  if  building 
cost  index  for  calendar  year  1968  was  higher  or  lower  by  at  least  3  percent 
than  for  1965  (instead  of  1967).  pp.  S11146-7 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sens,  Cranston  and  Marph^  to  extend  to  victims  of 
mud  slides,  the  protection  afforded  by  the  Flood  In/urance  Act  of  1968,  P 

pp.  SI 1147-8  \  / 

Passed  without  amendment \S.  J.  Res.  152,  to  extend  until  Jan.  1,  1970,  all 
Federal  housing  programs  whicfi  would  otherwise/expire  Oct.  1,  1969,  including 
rural  housing  under  title  V  of  Vthe  Housing  Acc  of  1949.  p.  S11167 


WHEAT.  Passed  as  reported  S.  858, \to  amend/ the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  with  respect  to  wheat  (pp.  SllT,66-7/.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  an  excerpt 
from  the  committee  report  which  s tatesy  "This  bill  would  increase  wheat 
acreage  allotments  in  the  irrigable  portion  of  the  Tulelake  area  of  California 
each  year  to  a  total  of  12,000  acres'. \ As  amended  by  the  committee  amendments, 
producers  would  not  receive  additional  marketing  certificates  as  a  result  of 
the  increase  in  their  allotments/  but  they Vould  be  able  to  plant  their 
increased  allotments  without  forfeiting  all  p^ice  support  and  marketing 
certificates."  p.  S11166 


FOOD  STAMPS.  Began  consideration  of  S.  2547,  to  extend  and  revise  the  food 
stamp  program  and  to  authorize  funds  therefor  throdgh  fiscal  year  1972  f 

(pp.  S11165,  S11168-79}/.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Aiken  to  extend  the 
food  stamp  program  to  households  which  might  be  required  to  obtain  welfare 
assistance  to  meet  minimum  subsistence  needs  (p.  S11173 


4.  MEXICAN -AMERICAN. 


The  Government  Operations  Committee  repotted  with  amendments 
S.  740,  to  establish  the  Interagency  Committee  on  Mexican -American  Affairs 
(S.  Rept.  91-422).  p.  S11119 

Both  Houses 

EDUCATION./  received  from  the  President  the  Third  Annual  Report  of'xthe  National 
Advisory  Council  on  Extension  and  Continuing  Education  which  functions  under 
title  I  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965.  pp.S11105,  H8262 


PERSONNEL j  TRAVEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report 


(but  did  not  actually  report)  H„  R.  337,  increasing  rate  of  per  diem  allowance 
for  Government  employees  traveling  on  official  business  (amended),  p.  D848 


7.  /LANDS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually .  report)  S..1,  proposed  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Land  Acquisi¬ 
tion  Policies  Act  (amended).  p.  D848  - -  H 


oKinterest  to  the  department  of  agriculture 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  reported  hi  Ur  to  increase  per  diem  travel  allowance. 

Senate  passed  retirement  bill.  Several  ^^ps .  introduced  and  Rep.  Byrnes  discussed 
bills  to  implement  the  Administration '  s/ram^-ly  assistance  program. 

HOJidbE 

1.  CLEAN  WATER.  Rep.  Feighan  i/ged  the  Congresk  to  appropriate  the  full  $1  billion 

for  pollution  control  as  /uthorized  by  the  CD^an  Water  Restoration  Act  of  1966, 
and  he  inserted  a  supporting  editorial.  pp=  H9Q29-30 

2.  FISCAL  YEAR.  Rep.  Ced’erberg  deplored  the  lack  of  ^tion  on  the  appropriations 

bills  and  indicate/a  more  realistic  approach  to  appropriations  legislation 
would  be  to  have  /he  fiscal  year  conform  to  the  calendar  year.  pp.  H9038-9 
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LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  legislative  program  for  the  weel 
beginning  Oct.  6,  as  follows:  Mbn.,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  S.  1836, 
to  amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act,  and  H„  R.  9857,  to  amend  the  Perishable 
>ricultural  Commodities  Act;  Tues.,  National  Science  Foundation  appropr  j 
authorizations;  Wed.,  H.  R0  14159,  public  works  for  water,  pollution  con  jJL, 
and\>ower  development,  and  the  Atomic  Energy  Appropriation  bill.  p.  H90 


4.  ADJOURN]  Q  until  Man.,  Oct.  6, 


SENATE 


5.  PERSONNEL;  TRAVEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
Ho  R.  337,  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of 
the  Government  traveling  on  official  business  (S.  Rept0  91-450).  p.  S11811 


6. 


7. 


8, 


10. 


BREAD.  Passed  withodr  amendment  H,  J.  Res.  851,  to  request  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  issuk  a  proclamation  calling  for  a  "D^y  of  Bread"  and  "Harvest 
Festival"  (pp.  S11802)\  This  measure  will  now  be  seprt  to  the  President. 


RETIREMENT.  Passed  with  anjpndments  H.  R.  9825,  relating  to  retirement  financing 
and  benefits  for  Government Nemployees  and  Members  of  Congress  (pp.  S11848-58). 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  SWi.  McGee  to  strike  from  the  bill  section  207, 
to  exclude  a  maximum  of  $3, 000  ter  year  of  annuity  from  gross  income  of 
annuitants  for  income  tax  purpose^,  p.  SI L8 5 1 

Rejected,  8-56,  Sen.  Williams,  Ue 1 . ,  amendment  to  strike  the  language  which 
would  base  annuity  on  the  average  salary/ for  3  consecutive  years  rather 
than  5,  and  would  allow  credit  of  accumulated  sick  leave  which  an  employee 
has  at  time  of  retirement,  p.  S1185‘ 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed /. p.  S\1858).  House  conferees  have  not 
been  appointed. 

S.  2?5U,  a  similar  bill,  was  /indefinitely  postponed,  p.  S11858 

PEACE  CORPS.  Passed  with  amendnlent  H.  R.  11039,  to  amend  further  the  Peace 
Corps  Act  (p.  S11858-9).  Conferees  were  appointed.  House  conferees  have 
not  been  appointed. 


TAXATION.  Sen.  Curtis  opposed  changing  the  tax-exempt  status  of  State  and 
municipal  bonds  in  any/manner,  pp.  S11799-801 

Several  Senators  in serted  testimony  on  the  tax  refo^  bill.  pp.  S11819- 
25,  S11843-8,  SI  183,8-40 


a  segment  of 
r  including 


SCENIC  RIVERS.  Received  from  this  Department  River  Plans  fd1 
the  Rogue  River",  Oreg.  ;  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Clearwater  Ri 
the  Lochsa  and  Selway  Rivers,  Ida.;  and  the  Middle  Fork  of  the\Salmon 
River.  ppy  S11810-11 

Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  River  Plan  for  the\gleven 


Point  Ri*  er,  Ma.  pp.  S11811,  H9041 


Calendar  No.  446 


91st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

f  Report 

1st  Session  j 

(  No.  91-450 

INCREASING  THE  MAXIMUM  RATE  OF  PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE  FOR 
EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  TRAVELING  ON  OFFICIAL 
BUSINESS,  AND  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES 


October  3,  1969. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


)  Mr.  Ribicoff,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  337] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  which  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  337)  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for  employees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  official  business, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  “$22”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”. 

On  page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  “$35”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$40”. 

On  page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “$15”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$18”. 

On  page  1,  line  10,  strike  out  “$22”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”. 

On  page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  “$35”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$40”. 

)  On  page  2,  line  2,  strike  out  “$15”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$18”. 

On  page  2,  after  line  2,  insert  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the  heading  ‘Administrative 
Provisions’  in  the  Senate  section  of  the  Legislative  Branch  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b),  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘$16’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$25’,  and  by  striking  out  ‘$30’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘$40’.” 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  increase  the  maximum  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  to  regular  employees  of  the  Federal  Government  and  to 
experts  and  consultants  employed  intermittently,  who  are  traveling 
on  official  business,  with  respect  to  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  and 
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reimbursement  when  payment  of  actual  expenses  is  authorized.  It 
would  accomplish  this  objective  by  amending  existing  travel  expense 
legislation  so  as  to  reflect  more  closely  the  greatly  increased  costs  of 
official  travel  at  the  present  time. 

As  amended  by  the  committee,  the  bill  would  amend  sections  5702 
and  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  formerly  embodied  in  the 
Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by  (1)  increasing  the  maxi¬ 
mum  per  diem  allowance  for  travel  in  continental  United  States  from 
the  present  rate  of  $16  to  $25;  (2)  increasing  the  maximum  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  employees  authorized  to  travel  on  an  actual  expense  basis 
within  continental  United  States  from  $30  to  $40  per  day;  and  (3) 
increasing  from  $10  to  $18  per  day  the  maximum  actual  expense 
reimbui'sement  for  foreign  travel  authorized  to  be  paid  in  addition  to 
the  maximum  per  diem  established  for  the  area  involved. 

The  bill  would  also  amend  the  Legislative  Branch  Appropriation 
Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b)  by  increasing  from  $16  to  $25  the  maximum 
per  diem  allowance  which  may  be  paid  to  Senate  Members  and 
employees  engaged  in  official  travel;  and  from  $30  to  $40  per  day  th/'" 
maximum  amount  which  such  employees  may  receive  when  autliorv, 
ized  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration  to  be  paid 
on  an  actual  expense  basis. 

As  enacted  by  the  House  of  Representatives  oil  March  27,  1969, 
H.R.  337  would  have  (1)  increased  the  maximum  per  diem  for  travel 
in  continental  United  States  from  the  present  rate  of  $16  to  $22; 
(2)  increased  the  maximum  allowance  for  employees  authorized  to 
be  reimbursed  on  an  actual  expense  basis  for  travel  in  continental 
United  States  from  $30  to  $35  per  day;  and  (3)  increased  from  $10 
to  $15  per  day  the  maximum  actual  expense  reimbursement  for  foreign 
travel  authorized  to  be  paid  in  addition  to  the  maximum  per  diem 
established  for  the  area  involved. 

The  following  table  reflects  (1)  allowances  now  authorized;  (2) 
allowances  recommended  by  the  administration;  (3)  allowances  as 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives;  and  (4)  allowances  as 
reported  by  this  committee: 


H.R.  337 

Allowances - 

Allowances  recommended  Allowances  Allowances-- 

now  by  passed  reported  tif 

authorized  administration  by  House  committed  , 


Executive  branch: 

Per  diem... . . . 

Actual  expense . . . 

Foreign  travel . . 

Legislative  branch: 

House  Members  and  employees. 
Senate  Members  and  employees 


$16  $22  $22  $25 

30  40  35  40 

»10  « 18  >15  *  18 

25  . 

16  .  125 


3  40 


1  In  addition  to  the  maximum  authorized  for  the  country  in  which  travel  is  performed, 
i  Per  diem. 

*  Actual.  Only  when  authorized  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 


BACKGROUND 


By  act  of  June  3,  1926,  the  Congress  enacted  the  Subsistence 
Expense  Act  of  1926  (44  St  at.  688)  which  established  a  maximum  per 
diem  allowance  in  lieu  of  subsistence  of  $6  within  the  continental 
limits  of  the  United  States  and  $7  beyond  those  limits  (44  Stat.  689). 
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The  Economy  Act  of  June  30,  1932  (47  Stat.  405)  reduced  these 
amounts  to  $5  and  $6  respectively,  reflecting  a  decrease  in  living  costs 
which  appeared  to  warrant  the  reduction.  By  act  of  January  30,  1942 
(56  Stat.  39),  the  original  amounts  were  restored  because  of  greatly 
increased  living  costs  resulting  from  war  and  defense  activities. 

The  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949  (63  Stat.  166)  repealed  the  Sub¬ 
sistence  Expense  Act  of  1926,  increased  the  per  diem  to  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $9  in  continental  United  States,  and  authorized  pay¬ 
ments  for  travel  outside  of  the  United  States  at  rates  not  in  excess 
of  those  established  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
Members  of  Congress,  their  offices,  and  employees  of  Senate  and 
House  committees  were  excluded  from  coverage  in  this  act,  but  were 
provided  for  in  other  legislation. 

By  act  of  July  28,  1955  (62  Stat.  393),  the  maximum  per  diem  was 
increased  to  $12,  and  a  provision  was  added  authorizing  department 
.and  agency  heads  to  pay  actual  expenses,  not  to  exceed  $25  per  day, 
/where  the  maximum  per  diem  would  be  much  less  than  the  amount 
required  to  cover  actual  and  necessary  expenses;  the  amount  was  to 
be  fixed  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  This  act  also  increased  from  $10  to  $15 
per  day  the  maximum  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  for  Government 
consultants  serving  without  compensation,  and  not  to  exceed  $25  per 
day  if  actual  expenses  were  authorized. 

Public  Law  87-139  (Aug.  14,  1961,  75  Stat.  339)  (1)  increased 
the  maximum  per  diem  for  travel  inside  continental  United  States 
from  $12  to  $16  for  regular  and  intermittent  Government  employees; 
(2)  increased  from  $25  to  $30  the  maximum  which  may  be  reimbursed 
on  an  actual  expense  basis  for  travel  within  continental  United 
States  under  unusual  conditions  where  it  is  found  that  the  regular 
$16  per  day  is  much  less  than  actual  expenses;  (3)  authorized,  for 
foreign  travel,  actual  expense  reimbursement  up  to  $10  per  day,  in 
addition  to  the  maximum  per  diem  established  for  that  area;  and  (4) 
provided  that  the  per  diem  allowance  for  travel  outside  continental 
United  States  may  not  exceed  the  rates  established  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  or  his  designee,  for  the  locality  where  the  travel 
\is  performed  and  (5)  made  the  increases  for  per  diem  and  reimburse- 
Iment  for  actual  expenses  applicable  to  Members  and  employees  of 
the  Senate,  by  amending  the  legislation  which  provides  for  then' 
travel  allowances. 

Thereafter,  by  Executive  Order  No.  10970,  October  27,  1961  (26 
F.R.  10149),  the  President  delegated  to  the  Secretary  of  State  the 
authority  to  establish  maximum  rates  of  per  diem  allowances  for 
travel  in  foreign  countries. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  long  followed  the  practice  of 
authorizing  travel  allowances  in  accordance  with  regulations  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  its  Committee  on  Administration. 

The  Senate,  however,  has  provided,  in  its  portion  of  annual  legisla¬ 
tive  branch  appropriation  acts,  for  travel  allowances  not  to  exceed 
those  provided  for  other  Federal  employees.  Thus,  prior  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  Members  and  employees  of 
the  Senate  were  reimbursed  at  rates  not  in  excess  of  those  provided 
for  by  the  Subsistence  Expense  Act  of  1926,  as  amended.  Following  the 
enactment  of  the  1949  act,  this  practice  was  continued  until  1956,  when 
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permanent  legislation  was  enacted  in  the  Legislative  Branch  Appropri¬ 
ation  Act,  1957,  relating  travel  allowances  of  its  Members  and  employ¬ 
ees  to  the  rates  provided  for  by  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended  (70  Stat.  360,  June  27,  1956;  2  U.S.C.  68b). 

Accordingly,  at  the  present  time,  Senate  Members  and  employees 
are  authorized  travel  allowances  in  continental  United  States  at  the 
maximum  rate  of  $16  per  day;  and,  if  authorized  actual  expenses  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration  and  pursuant  to 
its  regulations,  not  more  than  $30  per  day  on  an  actual  basis.  Members 
and  employees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  have  been  authorized 
a  travel  allowance  of  $25  per  day,  since  July  1,  1967. 

EXPLANATION  OF  COMMITTEE  ACTION 

The  committee  approved  increases  for  travel  in  continental  United 
States  of  $9  in  the  maximum  per  diem,  raising  it  from  $16  to  $25; 
$10  per  day  in  maximum  reimbursement  for  actual  expenses,  raising® 
it  from  $30  to  $40;  and,  for  foreign  travel,  $8  per  day  actual  expense^ 
reimbursement  above  the  maximum  per  diem  authorized  for  that  area, 
raising  it  from  $10  to  $18.  These  increases  exceed  those  approved  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  by  $3,  $5,  and  $3  per  day,  respectively ; 
and  exceed  by  $3  the  per  diem  allowance  of  $22  recommended  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  conform  to  the  administration’s  recom¬ 
mendations  in  all  other  respects. 

In  approving  these  increases,  the  committee  took  into  consideration 
the  fact  that  (1)  there  has  been  no  general  increase  in  travel  allowances 
since  1961 ;  (2)  hotel  and  motel  rates,  the  cost  of  food  away  from  home, 
sales  taxes  on  hotel  and  motel  bills  and  on  restaurant  meals,  and 
miscellaneous  expenses  related  to  official  travel  have  increased  ap¬ 
preciably  since  that  time;  (3)  a  1967  Bureau  of  the  Budget  survey 
revealed  that  more  than  half  of  all  Federal  employees  surveyed  were 
unable  to  cover  necessary  expenses  on  official  travel  because  of  the 
inadequacy  of  travel  allowances;  (4)  the  increased  rates  represent 
maximum  amounts  which  may  be  paid  by  departments  and  agencies, 
and  are  not  to  be  considered  as  amounts  which  must  or  should  be 
paid  for  all  travel;  and  (5)  Federal  employees  engaged  in  official  travel 
on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Government  should  not  have  to  suffer  financial 
losses. 

The  per  diem  rate  of  $22,  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  was  based  upon  a  survey  conducted  in  the  spring  of  1967 
which  included  detailed  reports  of  employee  travel  from  18  principal 
Federal  agencies,  representing  12,025  employee  travel  experiences 
covering  63,710  man-days  of  travel,  out  of  a  total  estimated  9  million 
man-days  of  travel  annually  throughout  the  Federal  Government. 
This  survey  revealed  an  average  cost  of  $19.21  for  lodging  and  food. 
Additional  information  furnished  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  by 
the  Bureau  of  Census  and  by  accounting  firms  which  specialize  in 
data  analysis  for  national  hotel  and  motel  associations  resulted  in  a 
total  subsistence  cost  of  $19.56,  which  included  an  additional  10 
percent  for  authorized  miscellaneous  items  such  as  sales  taxes,  tips, 
laundry,  etc.  In  arriving  at  the  maximum  figure  of  $22,  the  Bureau 
added  an  additional  10  percent  to  allow  for  general  price  advances, 
resulting  in  $21.52. 
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Although  this  figure  may  have  been  valid  through  1968,  it  does 
not,  in  the  committee’s  judgment,  reflect  the  general  rise  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
of  5.6  percent  between  August  1968  and  August  1969.  Thus,  if  this 
increase  is  applied  to  the  $21.52  figure  developed  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  average  travel  costs  would  total  $22.72. 

In  an  effort  to  develop  1969  subsistence  costs,  the  committee 
examined  current  statistical  information  supplied  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  and  found  that,  although  the  average  rise  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  between  August  1968  and  August  1969  for  all 
items  amounted  to  5.6  percent,  average  hotel  and  motel  rates  increased 
7.8  percent  in  that  period,  and  restaurant  prices  rose  6.3  percent,  or 
an  average  total  of  slightly  in  excess  of  7  percent.  Applying  this 
percentage  figure  to  the  $21.52  arrived  at  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  amount  to  $23.03.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
lurnislied  the  committee  with  information  showing  that,  as  of  August 
1969,  average  daily  costs  of  hotel  and  motel  rooms  amounted  to 
$18.13  in  the  12  largest  metropolitan  areas,  and  $14.43  in  smaller 
cities.  Since  these  rates  reflect  double  occupancy,  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  agreed  that  a  reduction  of  $2  in  each  figure  would  reflect 
average  daily  rates  of  $16.13  and  $12.43,  respectively,  or  an  average 
of  $14.28.  Using  an  average  daily  rate  of  $8  for  restaurant  food,  total 
costs  for  lodging  and  food  would  be  $24.13  and  $20.43,  respectively, 
or  an  average  of  $22.28.  Following  the  method  used  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  the  committee  then  added  an  additional  10  percent  to 
reflect  miscellaneous  allowable  items,  such  as  sales  taxes,  tips,  and 
so  forth,  and  arrived  at  total  costs  of  $26.54  and  $22.47,  respectively, 
or  an  average  cost  of  $24.50. 

As  a  check  against  these  figures,  the  committee  obtained  from 
the  American  Hotel  and  Motel  Association  information  compiled  by 
accounting  firms  employed  by  the  association,  relative  to  travel 
i  costs  for  1968,  the  latest  year  for  which  they  were  available.  An 
analysis  of  average  hotel  and  motel  rates  for  14  major  cities  and  98 
smaller  cities  reflected  an  average  daily  rate  of  $12.30,  and  food  costs, 
based  upon  a  survey  of  400  hotels  throughout  the  Nation,  reflected 
b  daily  average  of  $9.24.  Adding  to  these  figures  the  7.8  percent 
increase  for  hotel  and  motel  rates  and  the  average  restaurant  price 
increase  of  6.3  percent  for  1969,  reflected  in  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  committee 
arrived  at  a  total  of  $13.26  for  lodging  and  $9.82  for  food,  or  a  grand 
total  for  lodging  and  food  of  $23.08  per  day.  To  this  was  added  the 
usual  10  percent  for  allowable  miscellaneous  expenses,  bringing  the 
total  daily  average  cost  for  lodging  and  food  to  $25.38. 

Finally,  a  sampling  of  the  experience  of  the  committee’s  own  staff, 
relative  to  travel  costs,  reflected  an  average  total  of  approximately 
$25.50  per  day. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  increase  in  maximum 
per  diem  rates  to  $22,  which  was  recommended  by  the  administration, 
would  add  approximately  $27  million  to  the  annual  cost  to  civilian 
agencies  for  official  travel  within  the  contiguous  48  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia;  and  that  the  increase  to  $25,  approved  by  the 
committee,  would  add  an  additional  $13  million,  or  a  total  annual  cost 
of  $40  million. 
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As  previously  noted,  the  committee  amended  the  statute  which 
governs  travel  allowances  for  Members  and  employees  of  the  Senate 
by  increasing  from  $16  to  $25  the  maximum  per  diem,  and  from  $30 
to  $40  per  day  the  maximum  amount  which  they  may  receive  when 
authorized  reimbursement  on  an  actual  expense  basis.  The  increase  in 
maximum  per  diem  will  simply  provide  Senators  and  Senate  employees 
with  the  same  travel  allowance  provided  for  other  Federal  employees 
on  official  travel,  and  the  same  allowance  enjoyed  by  Members  and 
employees  of  the  House  of  Representatives  since  July  1,  1967.  It 
should  be  noted  that  this  action  is  fully  supported  by  Senator  B. 
Everett  Jordan,  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  in  a  letter  urging  favorable  committee  consideration  of  increased 
per  diem  allowances  for  Federal  employees. 

The  increase  in  maximum  actual  expenses  is  believed  necessary  to 
cover  those  relatively  rare  situations  in  which  Senate  Members  and  em-  j 
ployees  are  required  to  travel  on  official  business  in  areas  where  travel^ | 
costs  are  so  high  that  the  maximum  per  diem  is  palpably  insufficient  to* 
reimburse  their  actual  expenses.  In  this  connection,  it  should  be  noted 
that  existing  law  permits  payment  of  actual  expenses  only  if  approved 
in  advance  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  its  prescribed  rules  and  regulations.  Furthermore,  during 
the  past  13  months,  this  authority  has  been  granted  on  only  six 
occasions,  and  utilized  only  five  times. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The  committee  has  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that 
official  Government  travel  by  Federal  employees  totals  an  estimated 
9  million  man-days  each  year.  Although  official  travel  is  necessary  to 
the  conduct  of  Government  business,  it  is  exceedingly  costly,  both 
to  the  traveler  and  the  Government.  In  view  of  strong  pressures  for  ! 
economy  and  the  reduction  of  Government  expenditures,  the  com-  ll 
mittee  urges  that  a  determined  and  concerted  effort  be  made  by  all 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  limit  official  travel  to  the  mini¬ 
mum  consistent  with  the  effective  and  efficient  conduct  of  Government 
business.  The  committee  desires  to  make  it  clear,  however,  that  whenil 
Federal  employees  travel  on  official  Government  business,  they  should" 
not  be  either  expected  or  required  to  suffer  personal  financial  losses.  J 

We  are  in  a  period  of  high  prices  and  rising  costs  which  has  been 
recognized  by  the  Congress  in  the  form  of  a  series  of  pay  raises  designed 
to  achieve  comparability  with  private  enterprise  and  maintain  the 
integrity  of  Federal  employees.  Thus,  although  necessary  steps  have 
been  taken  to  enable  Government  employees  to  meet  their  personal 
ever-increasing  costs  of  living,  nothing  has  been  done,  since  1961,  to 
enable  the  Government  to  meet  its  obligations  to  those  of  its  employees  j 
who  are  required  to  travel  in  the  course  of  the  transaction  of  the 
Government’s  business. 

Following  a  careful  analysis  of  available  statistics  relative  to  travel 
costs,  the  committee  has  concluded  that  a  maximum  per  diem  of  $25 
is  fair  and  equitable  under  current  economic  conditions  in  the  United  ' 
States.  In  this  connection,  the  committee  calls  attention  to  the  fact 
that  a  statutory  device  provided  for  by  the  Congress  to  assist  Federal 
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employees  in  defraying  necessary  travel  expenses  has  been  virtually 
ignored.  Since  1955,  the  Congress  has  authorized  department  and 
agency  heads  to  reimburse  Federal  employees,  under  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  for  actual  and 
necessary  expenses,  not  to  exceed  a  specified  amount,  “when  the 
maximum  per  diem  allowance  would  be  much  less  than  these  expenses 
due  to  the  unusual  circumstances  of  the  travel  assignment.”  Originally 
established  at  $25  per  day,  and  increased  to  $30,  in  1961,  the  maximum 
allowance  for  actual  expenses  was  increased  by  the  committee  to  $40 
per  day,  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  Despite 
the  fact  that  this  authority  has  existed  for  14  years,  and  annual  travel 
involves  some  9  million  man-days,  the  committee  has  learned  that 
only  about  $150,000  is  approved  for  this  purpose  annually. 

The  committee  firmly  believes  that  the  increased  use  of  authority 
to  pay  reimbursement  for  actual  expenses  in  proper  cases  would  result 
in  the  correction  of  existing  inequities.  It  appears  that  the  paperwork 
and  administrative  details  now  required  for  the  authorization  of  actual 
expenses  have  played  a  role  in  discouraging  its  use.  Accordingly,  the 
committee  urges  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  agency  heads  to  make 
use  of  this  method  of  reimbursement  for  actual  travel  expenses, 
when  needed,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  exercise  of  prudence  and  good 
judgment. 

The  committee  again  desires  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  increased 
travel  allowances  which  are  provided  for  by  H.R.  337,  as  amended,  are 
maximum  rates,  to  be  used  by  agency  heads  with  care  and  discretion. 
Although  every  effort  must  be  made  to  insure  fair  and  equitable 
handling  of  travel  allowances,  agency  heads  are  expected  to  exercise 
vigilance  in  guarding  against  abuses. 

No  per  diem  is  included  in  this  bill  for  Senators’  staff  members  who 
are  required  to  return  to  their  respective  States  and  remain  there  on 
official  business.  Per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence  is  normally  paid  to 
Government  employees  when  away  from  home  on  official  business. 
However,  when  a  Member  of  Congress  returns  to  his  district  or  State 
and  directs  a  member  of  his  staff  to  accompany  him,  or  return  to  his 
State  office  for  official  business,  no  per  diem  is  paid  to  such  employees 
from  the  time  of  arrival  until  his  departure.  In  view  of  the  financial 
strain  which  is  placed  on  such  employees  who  are  required  to  support 
theh  family  in  Washington  and  maintain  temporary  residence  away 
from  home,  some  reimbursement,  or  tax  credit  should  be  allowed  for 
such  expenses. 

The  committee  does  not  favor  payment  of  per  diem  for  all  employees 
who  may  be  needed  in  each  State  for  the  conduct  of  congressional 
business,  but  it  would  appear  that  some  credit  or  tax  deduction  should 
be  permitted  for  part  or  all  of  such  expenses. 

Legislative  jurisdiction  over  this  matter  is  vested  in  another  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  and  for  this  reason  no  amendment  was  proposed 
to  H.R.  337.  However,  the  committee  strongly  recommends  that  the 
appropriate  committee  consider  providing  some  tax  or  other  relief  to 
congressional  employees  who  are  required  to  remain  in  theh  Members’ 
State  or  district  at  theh  own  expense  for  the  conduct  of  official 
business. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing  Rules 
of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  as  reported  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  changed  enclosed  in 
black  brackets,  new  matter  in  italic,  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is 
proposed  to  be  made  in  roman) : 

SECTIONS  5702  AND  5703  OF  TITLE  5 
UNITED  STATES  CODE 

§5702.  Per  diem;  employees  traveling  on  official  business. 

(a)  An  employee,  while  traveling  on  official  business  away  from  his 
designated  post  of  duty,  is  entitled  to  a  per  diem  allowance  prescribed 
by  the  agency  concerned.  For  travel  inside  the  continental  United 
States,  the  per  diem  allowance  may  not  exceed  the  rate  of  [$16] 
$25.  For  travel  outside  the  continental  United  States,  the  per  diem 
allowance  may  not  exceed  the  rate  established  by  the  President 
or  his  designee,  who  may  be  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
or  another  officer  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  for  the 
locality  where  the  travel  is  performed. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 
an  employee  who,  while  traveling  on  official  business  away  from  his 
designated  post  of  duty,  becomes  incapacitated  by  illness  or  injury 
not  due  to  his  own  misconduct  is  entitled  to  the  per  diem  allowances, 
and  transportation  expenses  to  his  designated  post  of  duty. 

(c)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 
the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  may  prescribe  conditions  under 
which  an  employee  may  be  reimbursed  for  the  actual  and  necessary 
expenses  of  the  trip,  not  to  exceed  an  amount  named  in  the  travel 
authorization,  when  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  would  be  much 
less  than  these  expenses  due  to  the  unusal  circumstances  of  the  travel 
assignment.  The  amount  named  in  the  travel  authorization  may  not 
exceed — 

(1)  [$30]  $4-0  for  each  day  in  a  travel  status  inside  the  continental 
United  States;  or 

(2)  the  maximum  per  diem  allowance  plus  [$10]  $18  for  each  day 
in  a  travel  status  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

(d)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  a  justice  or  judge  except  to  the 
extent  provided  by  section  456  of  title  28. 

§  5703.  Per  diem,  travel,  and  transportation  expenses;  experts  and 
consultants;  individuals  serving  without  pay. 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  “appropriation”  includes  funds 
made  available  by  statute  under  section  849  of  title  31. 

(b)  An  individual  employed  intermittently  in  the  Government 
service  as  an  expert  or  consultant  and  paid  on  a  daily  when- actually- 
employed  basis  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses  under  this  snbchapter 
while  away  from  his  home  or  regular  place  of  business,  including  a  per 
diem  allowance  under  this  subchapter  while  at  his  place  of  employment. 

(c)  An  individual  serving  without  pay  or  at  $1  a  year  may  be 
allowed  transportation  expenses  under  this  subchapter  and  a  per  diem 
allowance  under  this  section  while  en  route  and  at  his  place  of  service 
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or  employment  away  from  his  home  or  regular  place  of  business.  Unless 
a  higher  rate  is  named  in  an  appropriation  or  other  statute,  the  per 
diem  allowance  may  not  exceed— 

(1)  the  rate  of  [$16]  $25  for  travel  inside  the  continental 
United  States;  and 

(2)  the  rates  established  under  section  5702(a)  of  this  title  for 
travel  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

(d)  Under  regulations  prescribed  under  section  5707  of  this  title, 
the  head  of  the  agency  concerned  may  prescribe  conditions  under 
which  an  individual  to  whom  this  section  applies  may  be  reimbursed 
for  the  actual  and  necessary  expenses  of  the  trip,  not  to  exceed  an 
amount  named  in  the  travel  authorization,  when  the  maximum  per 
diem  allowance  would  be  much  less  than  these  expenses  due  to  the 
unusual  circumstances  of  the  travel  assignment.  The  amount  named 
in  the  travel  authorization  may  not  exceed— 

(1)  [$30]  $40  for  each  day  in  a  travel  status  inside  the  conti¬ 
nental  United  States;  or 

(2)  the  maximum  per  diem,  allowance  plus  [$10(5  $18  for  each 
day  in  a  travel  status  outside  the  continental  United  States. 

Seventh  Paragraph  under  heading  “Administrative  Provisions”  in 
Senate  section  of  Legislative  Branch  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (2 
U.S.C.  68b) : 

No  part  of  the  foregoing  appropriations  made  under  the  heading 
“Contingent  Expenses  of  the  Senate”  hereafter  may  be  expended  for 
per  diem  and  subsistence  expenses  (as  defined  in  the  Travel  Expense 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended)  at  rates  in  excess  of  [$16]  $25  per  day; 
except  that  (1)  higher  rates  may  be  established  by  the  Committee  on 
Rules  and  Administration  for  travel  beyond  the  limits  of  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  and  (2)  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration  of  the  Senate, 
reimbursement  for  such  expenses  may  be  made  on  an  actual  expense 
basis  of  not  to  exceed  [$30]  $40  per  day  in  the  case  of  travel  within 
the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  27, 1969 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

October  3, 1969 

Reported  by  Mr.  Ribicoff,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 


To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government  traveling-  on  official  business, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  5702  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 

4  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$22” 

5  “$25”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “$3-5-  “$40”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

7  thereof  V  “$18”. 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 

9  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

10  “$8-2”  “$25” ,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
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thereof  “$3A-  “-$40" ,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  insert¬ 


ing  in  lien  thereof  ”$15”  “$'76'”. 

Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the  heading  “ Ad¬ 
ministrative  Provisions'  in  the  Senate  section  of  the  Legisla¬ 
tive  Branch  Appropriation  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “$16"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“ $25 ”,  and  by  striking  out  “$30" ,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$40" . 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  26,  1969. 

Attest:  W.  PAT  JENNINGS, 

Clerk. 
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For  actions  of  0ct#  8j  1969 

91st  -  1st,  No, 


CONTENTS 


16<! 


Agricultural  appropriations 

. 14 

Agricultural  statistics .. .4 
Appropriations ....  .\l ,12,14 

Atomic  energy . X  . . .  12 

Beef . .  .  .4 

C  l  ean  water . . .\20 

.sumers . . . 

Education. . . 7 

Environmental  quality . 

. 2,17,20 

Everglades  park. ......... .5 

Farm  bill . . . 18 

Farm  Bureau . 24 

Farm  exports . . .4 


Food  stamps . 13 

Fire  hazards . 28 

Fishing  industry . 19 

Forestry . 23, 26 

Health . 9,31 

Legislative  program . 11 

Organization.  .• . 31 

Peace  Corps . . . 15 

Per  diem. . . . 

pesticides. . . 6, y22 

Pollution. . . . .y; .  17 

Population . ,  30 

Potatoes . . .  /. ....  11 

PovertV  program. . . , . 11 


Public  Law  480, 

Public  works, 

RecreatLem. . , 
Sewage/treatment . 

Social  security . .....16 

Tax' reform . . . 8 

.mber . 26 

Tobacco . .........9,28 

Trade. . . .4,29 

Transportation. . 25 

Travel . 1 

Water  pollution . 3 

Wine . . . 13 

Youth  Conservation  Corps.. 27 


Price  supports  ... ........  32 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  per  diem  biM.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  environ¬ 

mental  quality  bill.  Senate  passed  water,  quality  bill.  House  committee  ordered 
reported  measure  to  increase  food  stamp  authorization. 


'SENATE 

PER  DIEM;  TRAVEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  337,  to  increase  the  maximum  rate  of 
per  diem  allowance  for  employees  traveling  on  official  business,  p.  S12100 


-2- 


\ 


3. 


10, 


11, 


12. 


"WATER  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amendment,  86-0,  H.  R.  4148  (after  substituting 
the  amended  language  of  S.  7,  a  companion  bill),  the  proposed  Water  Quality 
Improvement  Act,  1969  (pp.  S12099,  S12104-23,  S12147-60).  Conferees  were  7 

ied 


appointed  (p.  S12158).  S.  7,  the  companion  bill,  was  indefinitely  postp£ 
(p.  S12JL57). 


FARM  EXPORTS;  BEEF.  Sen.  Sparkman  urged  favorable  consideration  of Proposed 
legislation  to  call  an  annual  conference  of  the  U.  S.  beef  industry  to  assess 
world  trade  trends;  and  for  a  concerted  effort  to  refine  agricultural  statistics 
so  that  Congress .would  be  in  a  better  position  to  assess  judgments  on  agricultural 
export  and  import  Jtrade  policies.  p.  S12197  / 

Sen.  Hansen  saidXhe  does  not  believe  the  prices  of  meat/  particularly  beef, 
have  risen  disproportionately  with  other  basic  foods,  p/  S12197 


5.  EVERGLADES  PARK.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  2564,  to  authorize 

acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  the  park.  This/bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  p.  S12163 


6.  PESTICIDES.  Sen.  Nelson  discussed,  and  inserted  a  magazine  article  placing 
emphasis  on  use  of  alternative,  lass  dangerous  pesticides,  p.  S12180 


c 


7,  EDUCATION.  Sen.  Murphy  inserted  an  endorsement  of  his  proposed  Urban  and  Rural 
Education  Act.  pp.  S12180-1 


TAX  REFORM.  Sens.  Long  and  Murphy  inserted  statements  made  during  hearings  on 
the  tax  reform  bill  summarizing  sstme  of  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  pp.  S12181,  S12194 


TOBACCO;  HEALTH.  Sen.  Cook  c^Lscussed  and  inserted 
of  lung  cancer  and  smoking;'  pp.  S12185-6 


:ticles  on  the  pros  and  cons 


CONSUMERS.  At  Sen.  Harb’s  request,  the  text  of  S.  2959,  nls  bill  to  establish 
an  Independent  Consumer  Council  was  printed  in  the  Record^  pp.  S12186-8 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  said  he  hopes  the  potato  bills  can  be  taken^ 
up  Friday,  and  tfiat  next  week  the  poverty  program  bill  and  the  legislative 
appropriation ,/bi  1 1  may  be  taken  up.  p.  S12162 


HOUSE 


rks 


APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  396-3  without  amendment  H,  R.  14159,  the  Public 
and  Atomic  Energy  appropriations  bill,  1970  (pp.  H9224-95). 

[.ejected  amendment  that  would  increase  funding  for  construction  grants  fS 
(ste  treatment  works  by  $400  million. 


October  8,  1969 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S 12099 


!  NOMINATION  OF  JUDGE  HAYNS- 
70RTH  TO  BE  AN  ASSOCIATE 
JSTICE  OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

Mrk  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mr.  President, 
a  weeloago  on  September  30,  1969,  I  in¬ 
formed  the  President  of  the  United  States 
that  I  didSnot  feel  that  I  could  support 
the  HaynswWth  nomination  and  that  I 
hoped  JudgeiHaynsworth  would  request 
that  the  nomination  be  withdrawn. 

I  wrote  the  President : 

Lest  my  silence  at  the  Leadership  meet¬ 
ing  this  morning  Be  misleading,  I  feel 
obliged  to  tell  you  that  I  do  not  feel  that 
I  can  support  the  HaynWorth  nomination. 

I  felt  very  strongly  againsV  the  Portas  nom¬ 
ination  for  reasons  very  sirimar  to  those  on 
the  Haynsworth  nomination\l  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  I  can  adopt  a  double  standard 
which  would  be  applied  against\his  Demo¬ 
cratic  predecessor  and  for  nominee  Hayns¬ 
worth  because  he  was  nominated  by  a  Re¬ 
publican  President. 

I  feel  that  there  is  much  more  opposition 
to  the  Haynsworth  nomination  among  Re¬ 
publican  Senators  than  is  generally  realize  ‘ 

I  would  hope  that  Judge  Haynsworth  woulc 
himself  resolve  the  situation  which  has  be-' 
come  embarrassing  to  many  Republican  Sen¬ 
ators  by  asking  you  to  withdraw  his  name 
from  nomination. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  any  nominee 
for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States — and  most  particularly  for  the 
seat  vacated  by  the  resignation  of  Mr. 
Fortas  under  the  conditions  under  which 
he  resigned — should  be  free  from  sus¬ 
picion. 

However  unfair  and  however  unwar¬ 
ranted,  Judge  Haynsworth  is  not  free 
from  suspicion.  There  is  considerable 
public  doubt  about  him. 

Next  to  ending  the  war  in  Vietnam, 
one  of  the  most  important  objectives  of 
the  administration  should  be  to  reestab¬ 
lish  confidence  in  the  Supreme  Court  and 
the  judiciary. 

The  Haynsworth  nomination  will  not 
help  restore  or  reestablish  such  desper¬ 
ately  needed  confidence  in  the  Supreme 
Court  and  the  judiciary. 

To  the  contrary,  it  will  further  dam¬ 
age  the  public  confidence  in  the  Court. 

Perhaps  it  is  not  valid  to  observe  that, 
how  things  look  sometimes  seems  more 
important  than  how  things  really  are^— 
that  appearance  seems  more  important 
than  fact. 

But  of  one  thing  I  am  sure— rthat  a 
judge  cannot  allow  even  the  appearance 
of  impropriety.  The  very  canons  of  ju¬ 
dicial  ethics  demand  that  a/judge  avoid 
impropriety  and  the  appearance  of  im¬ 
propriety. 

Confirmation  of  Jud§e  Haynsworth 
would  at  best  be  a  pyr^nic  victory  for  the 
President. 

These  observations  are  not  original 
with  me  nor  exclusive  with  me. 

They  have  cl/arly  and  pointedly  been 
made  to  the  President. 

No  one  oy  us  is  perfect — none  of  us 
is  without  our  own  errors. 

But  I  do  not  believe  that  the  recogni¬ 
tion  of Aiis  should  cause  us  to  falter  in 
striving  for  as  much  perfection  as  pos¬ 
sible/on  a  Supreme  Court  nomination, 
st  year  at  this  time  when  I  was  in 
le  hospital,  in  response  to  the  request 


of  Senator  Griffin,  I  authorized  pairing 
me  against  the  Fortas  nomination. 

Now  a  year  later  I  agree  with  Senator 
Bayh’s  opposition  to  the  Haynsworth 
nomination  for  the  same  basic  and  fun¬ 
damental  reason  that  I  agreed  with  Sen¬ 
ator  Griffin’s  opposition  to  the  Fortas 
nomination  a  year  ago. 

I  do  not  believe  in  a  double  standard. 
Nor  do  I  see  a  political  justification  for 
it  or  placing  party  loyalty  ahead  of 
conscience. 

I  am  not  a  lawyer  and  I  may  very 
well  be  naive.  But  it  has  been  my  con¬ 
cept  that  the  role,  mission,  duty,  and 
work  of  a  judge  or  Justice  is  to  judge 
and  to  judge  as  wisely  as  possible. 

The  relation  of  the  mere  words  of 
“judge”  and  “judgment”  make  crystal 
clear  the  imposition  of  exercising  im¬ 
peccable  judgment  on  any  judge  not  only 
with  respect  to  his  official  duty  and  work 
on  the  bench  but  as  well  to  his  unofficial 
life,  including  his  financial  transactions. 

I  think  that  a  Supreme  Court  Justice 
should  be  a  person  of  impeccable  judg -/ 
ment.  Yet,  Judge  Haynsworth  has  a  ch¬ 
itted  to  some  faulty  judgment  in  his 
financial  affairs  as  related  to  his  judicial 
status. 

To\ne,  his  admitted  faulty  judgment 
alone  is.  sufficient  for  me  to  withhold  my 
approvalxof  his  sitting  on  the  highest 
court  in  the  land  where  we  must  always 
strive  for  irhpeccable  judgihent. 

Let  us  notSforget  thaV  Justice  Fortas 
was  forced  to  resign  behau.se  of  his  out¬ 
side  business  transactions. 

And  in  remembering  that  so  recent 
matter,  let  us  recognize  that  the  amount 
of  evidence  thahshouM  be  necessary  to 
justify  refusing a  confirmation  is  much 
less  than  the/amount  properly  required 
to  justify  demanding  his  resignation 
after  one  pas  been  confirmed  and  served. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
can  ophc  say  that,  as  always\the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  froni\Maine 
xpressed  her  conscience  as  she  sees 
gs.  No  one  is  in  doubt  as  to  w,hat 
r  position  is,  and  I  commend  her  Ipr 
lie  consistent  course  she  has  taken  do 
through  the  years  in  carrying  out  her 
responsibilities — and  they  are  great — 
and  her  duties  as  a  Senator  of  the 
United  States. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mr.  President, 

I  thank  the  majority  leader  from  the 
bottom  of  my  heart  for  his  kind  remarks. 
He  has  always  been  so  very  generous. 


tee  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sr 
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WATER  QUALITY  IMPROVEMENT 
ACT  OF  1969 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Allen  in  the  chair) .  Under  the  order  of 
the  Senate,  the  Chair  lays  before  the 
Senate  the  unfinished  business,  which 
will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  7)  to  amend  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit- 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr. 
unanimous  consent  that 
be  authorized  to  meet  dr 
of  the  Senate  today. 

The  PRESIDING  9FFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KENNEDY. ^ar.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstood  thq-Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
had  schemed  a  meeting  earlier  today. 
A  number  of  members  on  that  commit¬ 
tee  front  this  side  of  the  aisle  were  pre¬ 
pared,  to  meet  and  consider  what  I  think 
all  of  us  realize  is  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  measures  to  come  before  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  the  nomi- 
, /nation  of  Judge  Haynsworth.  I  think  it 
is  extremely  appropriate  that  these  meet¬ 
ings  take  place  and  proceed  in  an  orderly 
and  responsible  way,  that  questions 
which  are  raised  be  raised  within  that 
committee,  and  if  additional  time  is  nec¬ 
essary,  the  committee  should  make  that 
determination. 

I  think  it  is  extremely  important  for 
Members  of  this  body  to  realize  that  the 
postponement  or  delay  of  that  meeting 
was  not  at  the  suggestion  of  Members 
from  this  side  of  the  aisle.  When  we  hear 
so  much  talk  and  read  so  much  about 
delays  of  action  by  Congress,  it  is  ap¬ 
propriate  to  mention  at  this  time  that 
delay  in  the  committee  meeting  this 
morning  was  not  at  the  suggestion  of 
Members  from  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

I  am  hopeful  that  meetings  will  take 
place  expeditiously  and  that  we  can  get 
on  with  the  business  of  the  nomination. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  has 
the  unanimous-consent  request  been 
agreed  to? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate  I  have  dis- 
atched  a  telegram  to  all  Democratic 
^embers  of  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
ry  asking  them  to  be  present  at  10 
o’cldrtc  tomorrow  morning  when  the  next 
meetihg  of  the  committee  will  be  held. 
It  is  misunderstanding  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  'minority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  Penh^ylvania  (Mr.  Scott)  ,  will 
make  the  sai^e  request  of  the  Republican 
membership.  It, is  our  hope  that  this  mat¬ 
ter  will  be  faced  up  to  and  disposed  of 
one  way  or  another,  so  that  the  Senate 
can  fulfill  its  responsibility  and  get  on 
with  the  various  matters  of  business 
which  are  at  hand. 


EXECUTIVE  SEi 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  go 
into  executive  session  to  consider  nomi¬ 
nations  on  the  Executive  Calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  H^ere 
objection? 
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iere  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  executive  business. 


AMBASSADORS 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  \ead  sundry  nominations  of 
Ambassado 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  nominations 
of  Ambassadors  "'be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDENCY  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nominations  of  Ambas¬ 
sadors  are  considerec 
bloc. 


■  and  confirmed  en 


DISTRICT  OF  COL 


BIA  COUNCIL 

The  assistant  legislative  cljCrk  read  the 
nomination  of  Henry  S.  Robinson,  Jr.,  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  to  be  ^member 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Council. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  considered 
and  confirmed.  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President  be 
immediately  notified  of  the  confirmation 
of  these  nominations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  legislative 
business. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  legislative 
business. 


INCREASE  IN  THE  MAXIMUM  RATE 

OF  PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE  FOR 

GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES  TRAV¬ 
ELING  ON  OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  446,  H.R.  337. 

'  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (H.R.  337)  to  increase  the  maximum 
rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employ¬ 
ees  of  the  Government  traveling  on  of¬ 
ficial  business,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  with  amend¬ 
ments,  on  page  1,  line  4,  after  the  word 
“thereof”,  strike  out  “  ‘$22’  ”  and  insert 
“  ‘$25’  at  the  beginning  of  line  6, 
strike  out  “‘$35’”  and  insert  “‘$40’”; 
in  line  7,  after  the  word  “thereof”, 
strike  out  “  ‘$15’  ”  and  insert  “  ‘$18’ 
at  the  beginning  of  line  10,  strike  out 
“‘22’”  and  insert  “‘$25’”;  on  page  2, 
line  1,  after  the  word  “thereof”,  strike 
out  “  ‘$35’  ”  and  insert  “  ‘$40’  ”;  in  line 
2,  after  the  word  “thereof”,  strike  out 
“  ‘$15’  ”  and  insert  “  ‘$18’  ”;  and  after 
line  2,  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the 
heading  “Administrative  Provisions”  in  the 


Senate  section  of  the  Legislative  Branch  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b) ,  is 

amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”;  and  by  striking 
out  “$30”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$40". 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  are  consid¬ 
ered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  further  amendment  to  be 
proposed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  HARRIS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  am  happy  to  note  that  the 
Senate  has  passed  today,  unanimously, 
H.R.  337,  which  provides  for  an  increase 
in  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allow¬ 
ance  for  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  traveling  on  official  business. 
The  Government  Operations  Committee, 
of  which  I  am  a  member,  amended  H.R. 
337  to  incrase  the  maximum  rate  of  per 
diem  allowance  from  $22  per  day  as 
passed  by  the  House  to  $25  as  proposed 
in  my  bill  on  this  same  subject,  S.  820. 
This  increase,  of  course,  is  long  overdue, 
because  it  is  not  possible  at  today’s  prices 
for  Government  employees  traveling  on 
official  business  to  meet  their  expenses 
at  the  present  figure  of  $16  per  diem.  I 
feel  that  the  increase  to  a  maximum  of 
.$25  per  day  as  recommended  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  is  fully  justifiable,  and  I 
certainly  hope  that  the  House  will  accept 
H.R.  337  as  enacted  by  the  Senate.  Thank 
you. 


October  8,  1969 


AMENDMENT  OF  SECURITIES  AND 
CHANGE  ACT  OF  1934 

Mr/SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
tha / the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
ssage  from  the  House  of  Represehta- 
rves  on  Senate  Joint  Resolution  112/ 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  b£ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the\ 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.J.  Res.  112)  entitled  “Joint  res¬ 
olution  to  amend  section  19(e)  of  the 
Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934”,  which 
were  to  strike  out  all  after  the  resolving 
clause,  and  insert: 

That  section  19(e)  of  the  Securities  Ex¬ 
change  Act  of  1934  (15  U.S.C.  78s(e) )  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  (1) 
“September  1,  1969”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “September  1,  1970’’;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  in  paragraph  (4) 
“$875,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$945,000”. 

And  to  strike  out  the  preamble,  and 
insert: 

Whereas  additional  time  is  required  for  the 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  to  com¬ 
plete  its  institutional  investors  study,  and 
file  a  report  with  respect  thereto,  pursuant 
to  section  19(e)  of  the  Securities  Exchange 
Act  of  1934:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendments  of  the  House. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

At  12:22  a  message  from  the  House/6f 
Representatives  by  Mr.  Bartlett  oiyen- 
rollment  of  S.  9825,  to  which  the  Speaker 
has  affixed  his  signature. 

S.  3003— INTRODUCTION  OF  A  BILL 
PROVIDING*  MORE  /EFFECTIVE 
CONTROL  OVER  EXPENDITURE  OF 
FUNDS  BY  DOD  AND  NASA  FOR 
INDEPENDENT  RESEARCH  AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  PROXMIREc  Mr.  President,  sev¬ 
eral  weeks  ago,  daring  the  course  of  the 
debate  on  the  military  authorization  bill, 
we  discovered/a  relatively  unknown  ex¬ 
pense  item  oalled  independent  research 
and  development.  At  the  time  very  little 
was  known  about  this  special  type  of  re¬ 
search  .and  development.  We  assumed 
that  rp'search  and  development  was  per¬ 
formed  under  Government  contracts. 
After  looking  into  this  independent  re¬ 
search  and  development  some  truly 
mazing  facts  concerning  its  funding  and 
regulation  were  discovered. 

What  we  found  was  both  surprising 
and  shocking.  First  of  all,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  neither  contracts  for,  nor  directs 
independent  research  and  development. 
The  contractor  simply  decides  to  start 
work  on  a  project.  He  decides  what  he 
will  do  and  how  much  money  should  be 
spent.  But  the  most  shocking  fact  is  that, 
after  all  this,  the  Defense  Department 
pays  for  the  work.  In  fact,  last  year  the 
Department  of 'Defense  paid  over  $685 
million  for  such  work.  The  Department 
has  little  or  no  idea  what  it  is  paying 
for  until  the  work  is  completed.  It  has  no 
assurance  that  the  work  will  be  of  any 
value  to  the  Defense  Department  or  the 
Government  as  a  whole.  And,  yet,  the 
Defense  Department  pays  for  the  work. 

What  is  even  more  astonishing  is  that 
the  Defense  Department  does  not  even 
require  that  the  work  be  related  to  its 
interests.  It  actually  encourages  contrac¬ 
tors  to  do  work  which  is  of  little  value  to 
the  Defense.  Department’s  requirements 
or  those  of  the  Government  in  general. 
Defense  Procurement  Circular  No.  7 
specifically  states  that  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Procurement  Regulation  require- 
ents  do  not  mean  that  independent  re¬ 
arch  and  development  projects  must 
directly  benefit,  or  be  related  specifically 
to  products  for  which  the  Government 
has  contracts. 

But  there  is  more.  A  most  frightening 
new  development  is  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Armed  Sendees  Procure¬ 
ment  Regulation  imder  which  it  appears 
that  the  Government  will  give  up  what 
little  control  itsnow  exercises  over  inde¬ 
pendent  research  and  development.  It 
would  throw  in\he  towel  completely. 
Under  the  propose^  revision  a  straight 
formula  for  the  payment  of  I.R.  &  D. 
costs  would  be  substituted  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  policy  of  limited  acceptance  of  such 
costs.  What  is  more,  the '-revision  would 
eliminate  any  existing  requirements  that 
I.R.  &  D.  projects  bear  anyVelationship 
to  Government  product  lines  g 
Upon  discovering  these  astonishing 
facts  about  independent  research  and 
development — I.R.  &  D. — my  firsteques- 
tion  was,  just  what  is  independent  re- 
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1.  PER  DIEM.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R0  337,  to  increase 

per  diem  allowances  for  federal  employees .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  pp.  H10298-300. 

2.  DRAFT  REFORM.  Passed  with  amendments,  382  to  13,  H.  R,  14001,  the  draft 

reform  bill.  A  motion  to  recommit  the  bill  was  rejected,  pp.  H10301- 
10307,  10313-42 

^SCIENCE;  RESEARCH.  Agreed  to  conference  report  on  S.  1857,  to  authorize 
jpropriations  for  the  National  Science  Foundation,  pp.  H10297-8 
^Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11271,  the  NASA  authorization  bill 

(p.  H/0295)*  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed. 

4.  WATERSHED,. PROJECTS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  Agriculture  Committee 

approved  several  watershed  projects,  p.  D1004 

5.  FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  ordered  favorably 

reported  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  14580,  th^foreign  aid  bill, 
p.  D1005 

6.  WILDERNESS;  F0RESTRY.\  Rep.  Saylor  criticized  the  actions  of  the  Department 

and  the  Park  Service  with  respect  to  the  national  wilderness  preservation 
system  and  inserted  an  article  supporting  his  contentions,  pp.  H10373-5 

7.  WELFARE  PROGRAMS.  Rep.  Browricommended  tire  Administration's  welfare 

proposals  and  urged  Congress  bp  act  on/these  matters,  p.  H10296 

8.  POSTAL  REFORM.  Rep.  Quie  deplored\bfie  lack  of  Congressional  action  on  the 

Administration's  postal  reform  bill\  pp.  H10300-1 

9.  TAXATION.  Rep.  Edwards  indicated  the  Ad)ninistration '  s  revenue  sharing 

proposals  would  restore  to/the  States  their  proper  rights  and  roles  in  the 
federal  system,  p.  H103J 

Rep.  Wold  criticized7 that  section  of  the  ftpuse-passed  tax  reform  bill 
dealing  with  municipal  bonds,  p.  H10363 

ENVIRONMENT.  Rep/  Saylor  inserted  an  article  VLaw  D*id  Environment"  -  Part 
VI.  pp.  Hlo37>^2 

RURAL  AMERICA.  Rep.  Sebelius  spoke  on  the  desirable  impact  on  the  economy 
of  a  ruvad  area  in  Kansas  of  having  a  beef  packing  plant  located  in  that 
community,  and  cited  it  as  a  good  example  of  self-help.  ppl\10362-3 


SENATE 


2. 


PROCUREMENT.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  474,  to  establish  a 
Commission  on  Government  Procurement  (p.  S13464).  House  conferees  haV^ 
been  appointed. 
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October  30,  1969 

u'te  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

mV  KYL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Nation  is 
alarmed  by  the  increased  abuse  of  dan¬ 
gerous  'drugs  and  narcotics  and  the 
criminal \violence  associated  with  such 
abuse.  Without  doubt  drug  associated 
cidmes  will 'become  the  Nation’s  No.  1 
internal  problem  unless  the  abuse  of 
drugs  is  effectively  curtailed.  Passage  of 
the  “ControlleaVDangerous  Substance 
Act  of  1969”  willNrelp  in  this  effort  by 
providing  Federal  law-enforcement  per¬ 
sonnel  with  more  positive  tools  to  cope 
with  the  problem.  \ 

One  such  tool  is  a  “ns  knock”  provi¬ 
sion  which  will  allow  Federal  agents  to 
obtain  search  warrants  designating  that 
they  need  not  announce  then:  authority 
and  purpose  to  search  if  thens  is  prob¬ 
able  cause  to  believe  that  the,  agents’ 
lives  would  be  in  danger  or  thaV  there 
will  be  a  quick  destruction  of  evidence. 
In  addition,  the  act  will  permit  theSuse 
of  Federal  search  warrants  for  drug-re¬ 
lated  offenses  at  any  time  of  the  day  oX, 
night  under  limited  conditions. 

Several  Supreme  Court  decisions  have 
greatly  restricted  inspection  of  business 
premises  and  books  and  records  for  pos¬ 
sible  law  violations.  A  provision  in  the 
act  of  vital  importance  to  the  Bureau  of 
Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs  because 
it  is  involved  in  the  regulation  of  drug 
manufacturing,  will  give  Federal  agents 
access  to  these  books  and  records  by  use 
of  inspection  warrants. 

The  act  also  authorizes  Federal  drug 
agents  to  grant  immunity  from  possible 
criminal  prosecution  for  testimony  and 
information  relating  to  drug  trafficking. 
This  provision  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
break  up  major  peddling  and  smuggling 
operations. 

Finally,  the  act  permits  prosecution  of 
persons  who  attempt  or  conspire  to  com¬ 
mit  any  violation  of  the  Federal  drug 
laws. 

Mr.  Speaker,  passage  of  this  far-reach¬ 
ing  legislation  is  essential  if  we  are  to 
curb  drag  abuse  in  our  Nation. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  1857, 

NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 

ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1969  / 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  call  up  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  (S.  1857)  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  activities  of  the  National 
Science  Foundation  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  81-507,  as  amended,  and  /sk  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  tne  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report: 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia?  / 

There  was  no  ol/ection. 

The  Clerk  reacr  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  October 
27,  1969.)  / 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California  (during  the 
reading  )/Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consen/that  further  reading  of  the  state- 
men y6e  dispensed  with. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  memory  does  not 
serve  me  too  well  this  morning.  Is  this 
the  conference  report  on  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  wherein  the  appropriation  was 
passed  prior  to  the  authorization  bill 
under  a  rule  waiving  points  of  order? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  figure  approved  by 
the  House  was  some  $70  million  above 
the  appropriation  that  had  already  been 
passed? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  No.  The 
Senate  increased  the  request  to  $487,- 
150,000.  The  House  approved  $474,305,- 
000.  The  result  in  the  conference  was  a 
total  amount  of  appropriations  to  be  au¬ 
thorized  of  $477,605,000  or  $3  million 
higher  than  the  appropriation  and  some 
$10  million  less  than  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Three  million  dollars 
higher  than  the  appropriation? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  That  is 
right.  But  $10  million  less  than  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Has  there  been  a  confer- 
Wce  on  the  appropriation  bill?  / 

'Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  I  do  not 
knHw  that.  / 

Mk  GROSS.  I  only  inquire  became  of 
the  unusual  nature  of  the  procedure  of 
having\assed  an  appropriation/bill  and 
then  cornmg  along  with  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  which  was  substantially  higher 
than  the  appropriation.  Or  course,  the 
other  body,  imorder  to  take  up  the  slack, 
apparently  increased  it  to  conform  to  the 
House  authorization  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER  oDCanfornia.  They  were 
higher  than  the  Hopse  authorization  bill 
by  $12  million.  /  \ 

Mr.  GROSS.  Bat  thereis  no  conference 
on  the  appropriation  bin. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  As  far  as 
I  know,  the/e  is  not.  \ 

Mr.  GRGJSS.  Mr.  Speaker,'!  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from.  Cali¬ 
fornia?  \ 

/here  was  no  objection.  \ 

/Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr, 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  con\ 
ference  report  on  the.  bill  (S.  1857)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  activities  of 
the  National  Science  Foundation  and  for 
other  purposes  for  fiscal  year  1970. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
met  in  conference  with  those  of  the 
Senate  last  Thursday,  October  23,  1969. 
The  results  of  that  conference  were,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  eminently  reasonable  and  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  sentiment  of  the  House,  as 
previously  evidenced  by  the  passage  of 
the  authorization  bill  for  the  Foundation 
on  October  7,  1969. 

I  think  it  was  an  admirable  job  on  the 
part  of  the  House  conferees,  and  I  want 
to  compliment  them  for  their  efforts. 

Before  I  describe  in  detail  the  results 
of  that  conference,  I  should  point  out 
that  the  total  amount  of  appropriations 
to  be  authorized  was  adjusted  upward 
from  our  original  House-passed  author¬ 
ization  by  less  than  1  percent. 

The  original  difference  between  the 
Senate  and  House  before  conference  was 
$12.8  million.  Thus,  I  think  we  have  ar¬ 
rived  at  a  conference  compromise  that  is 
both  worthy  of  full  support,  responsive 


to  the  House  mandate,  and  adequate  Mr 
the  Foundation  for  fiscal  1970.  / 

Let  me  now  briefly  describe  the  Major 
differences  between  the  House  ana  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  describe  the  final  conference 
results.  / 

For  fiscal  year  1970  the  NSF  requested 
authorization  in  the  amoun/of  $487  mil¬ 
lion,  exclusive  of  $10  million  for  the  sea 
grant  program  and  of  S/3  million  to  be 
made  available  in  exjfess  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies.  / 

The  Senate  increased  this  request  to 
$487,150,000.  / 

The  total  appropriations  authorized  by 
the  House  wens  $474,305,000.  This  rep¬ 
resented  a  dc/rease  from  the  Senate  bill 
of  $12,845,00 6.  As  a  result  of  the  confer¬ 
ence,  the  total  amount  of  appropriations 
to  be  authorized  was  adjusted  to  $477,- 
605, 000/or  an  increase  of  only  $3.3  mil¬ 
lion.  / 

The  $3.3  million  restoration  was  made 
in  three  areas  as  follows: 

/First.  A  sum  of  $2  million  to  permit 
/ lie  construction  of  an  oceanographic  re¬ 
search  vessel  was  restored,  as  originally 
requested  by  the  foundation.  This  item 
had  been  deferred  by  the  House  on  the 
basis  of  long-range  scheduling  and  pend¬ 
ing  completion  of  further  study.  Evidence 
adduced  by  the  Senate  convinced  the 
conferees  that  conditions  do  not  now 
warrant  delay  of  the  ship  construction. 

Second.  A  sum  of  $300,000  to  permit  the 
acquisition  of  a  small  research  aircraft 
by  the  National  Center  for  Atmospheric 
Research  at  Boulder,  Colo.,  was  restored 
as  originally  requested  by  NSF.  This 
plane  is  to  replace  a  similar  aircraft  lost 
in  an  accident  over  Lake  Superior  in 
1968. 

Third.  A  sum  of  $1  million,  part  of  a 
$3  million  bloc  of  unobligated  appropria¬ 
tions  carryover  from  fiscal  year  1969 
which  the  House  had  deleted,  was  re¬ 
stored  by  the  conference.  House  con¬ 
ferees  concurred  in  the  view  that  au¬ 
thorization  of  this  amount  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  Foundation  with  at  least  mini¬ 
mal  leeway  in  program  planning  for  fiscal 
year  1970,  particularly  in  view  of  the  re¬ 
quests  being  made  on  the  Foundation  by 
other  Government  agencies  for  research 
^assistance. 

\  Total  restoration  of  funds  in  the  bill 
tnUs  amounts  to  $3.3  million. 

The  final  two  conference  recommenda¬ 
tions 'relate  to  changes  in  the  language 
of  the  authorization  bill. 

First,  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House 
carried  a\proviso  that  all  outstanding 
unfunded  authorization  accruing  to  the 
NSF  shouldxhenceforth  expire  at  the 
close  of  the  first  fiscal  year  after  the 
fiscal  year  for  vriiich  the  authorization 
was  enacted.  \ 

The  Senate  bill  had  originally  provided 
that  such  authorization  should  expire  at 
the  close  of  the  third  ^fiscal  year  follow¬ 
ing  the  year  of  authorisation. 

The  conference  agreed  to  require  that 
such  authorization  expire  at  the  close  of 
the  second  fiscal  year  following  the  year 
of  authorization,  as  is  requiremunder  the 
present  NASA  authorization  bill. 

Finally,  the  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  contained  no  provision  relating  to 
restraints  to  be  applied  to  persons\at- 
tending  or  employed  by  institutions  de¬ 
ceiving  funds  thereunder  who  violate  the 
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’law  or  the  regulations  of  the  institution,/ 
The  House  amended  the  bill  to  include 
such  a  provision.  / 

Sie  committee  of  conference  chose,  to 
titute  a  similar  provision,  but  one 
which  is  already  law  in  connection  .with 
five  major  Federal  programs  of  higher 
education. 

The  committee  of  conference  has  thus 
included  in  the  bill,  with  appropriate 
technical  changes,  the  eligibility-for- 
student-kssistance  clause  of  the  higher 
education  amendments  of  lp68 — Public 
Law  90-57^,  section  504. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  ‘conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  confer  fence  report  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  toVeconsidor  was  laid  on  the 
table.  \ 

— T"”"1 - 

PERMISSION  FOR  SUBCOMMITTEE 
NO.  4  AND  SUBCOMMITTEE  NO.  5 
OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  JU¬ 


DICIARY  TO 
ERAL  DEBATE 


T  DURING  GEN- 
DAY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  mA  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Subcommittee 
No.  4  and  Subcommittee  No.  5  of  the 
Committee  ofi  the  Judiciary  may  sit  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate  today. \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thei^  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  \ 

Ther&was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLL 

Mr.  GARMATZ.  Mr.  Speaker, V>n  roll- 
call  No.  247,  on  yesterday,  a  quorum  call, 
I  ,-am  recorded  as  absent.  I  was  present 
and  answered  to  my  name.  I  ask 
fnous  consent  that  the  permanent 
ord  and  Journal  be  corrected  acctu'd- 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  \o 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Marj 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 


INCREASE  IN  MAXIMUM  RATE  OF 

PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCE  FOR  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 

TRAVELING  ON  OFFICIAL  BUSI¬ 
NESS 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  337)  to  in¬ 
crease  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem 
allowance  for  employees  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  traveling  on  official  business,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  ““$22",”  and  in¬ 
sert  “  “$25”,”. 

Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  “  “$35",”  and  In¬ 
sert  "  “$40”,”. 

Page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “  “$15”.”  and  in¬ 
sert  “  “$18”.”. 

Page  1,  line  10,  strike  out  “  "$22”,”  and  in¬ 
sert  “  “$25”,“. 

Page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  “  “$35”,”  and  in¬ 
sert  “  “$40”,”. 

Page  2,  line  2,  strike  out  “  “$15”.”  and  in¬ 
sert  “  “$18”.”. 
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Page  2,  after  line  2,  insert: 

“Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the 
heading  "Administrative  Provisions”  in  the 
Senate  section  of  the  Legislative  Branch  Ap¬ 
propriation  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b),  is 

amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$25”,  and  by  striking  out 
‘$30”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$40”.” 

Mr.  BLATNIK  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  further  reading  of  the  Senate 
amendments  be  dispensed  with  and  that 
they  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  am  not  sure  just  exactly 
;o  which  unanimous -consent  request  I  am 
making  a  reservation;  but,  be  that  as  it 
may,  whether  it  is  for  immediate  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Senate  amendments  or 
whether  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  are  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read,  I  believe  we  ought  to 
have  a  little  time  for  an  explanation  of 
this  request  on  the  part  of  all  Members. 
This  is  in  order  to  give  our  silent  consent 
to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  337 
which  as  I  understand  it,  by  courtesy  of 
previous  furnishing  of  information  by 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  has  been 
increased. 

I  wonder,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  explain  the  differential  be¬ 
tween  the  House-passed  act  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  shall  be  pleased 
to  do  so.  The  unanimous-consent  request 
was  for  the  further  reading  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  to  be  dispensed  with  and 
that  they  be  printed  in  the  Record.  If 
we  can  agree  to  that,  then  I  shall  pro¬ 
ceed  with  a  discussion  of  them. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  has  reserved  the  right  to  object 
and  has  asked  for  air  explanation  of  the 
Senate  amendments. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  con¬ 
tinue  the  reservation  but  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  for  an  ex¬ 
planation  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  337  which  was 
passed  by  the  House  on  March  26,  raised 
somewhat  the  per  diem  cost  allowance 
for  Government  employees  while  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  basis  of  the  cost  estimates  were  a 
study  made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
in  1967.  Now,  this  was  before  us  last 
March  when  we  acted  on  this  bill.  How¬ 
ever,  when  the  bill  got  over  to  the  other 
body  they  decided  to  update  the  cost  data 
and  base  it  on  the  figures  for  1969  sub¬ 
sistence  costs.  Thus  they  had  a  more 
current  picture  of  the  expenses  involved 
and  the  Senate  committee  came  up  with 
these  increases  to  the  House  bill. 

We  do  have  a  detailed  breakdown,  item 
by  item,  as  to  the  average  food  cost  and 
as  to  the  average  hotel  and  motel  rates 
for  14  major  cities  and  19  smaller  cities. 
The  average  is  about  $12.30.  On  the  food 
cost,  based  on  a  survey  of  400  hotels 
throughout  the  Nation,  they  reported  a 
daily  average  of  $9.24.  When  you  add  to 
these  figures  the  percentage  for  hotel 
and  motel  rates  and  the  average  res¬ 


taurant  price  of  an  increase  of  6.2  per¬ 
cent  in  1969  as  reflected  in  the  consumer 
price  index  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  the  total  comes  up  to 
$13.26  for  lodging  and  $9.82  for  food, 
making  the  combined  cost  $23.08  for 
board  and  room. 

These  are  very  hard  figures,  based  on 
authoritative  sources. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  plan  to  insert  this  material  into 
the  Record? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  full  statement  will 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  understand  the  in¬ 
formation  provided  by  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Minnesota,  there  will  be 
a  $3  increase  in  the  per  diem  rate  for 
full-time  employees  over  what  the  House 
passed,  and  second,  as  I  understand  it, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  $5  increase  for  the 
actual  expenses  allowed  over  that  which 
passed  the  House  on  March  26  of  this 
year,  but  based  on  the  1967  cost-of-living 
figures? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HALL.  And,  third,  there  is  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  amount  for  employees 
traveling  in  foreign  countries  of  $3  more 
than  that  passed  by  the  House? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  con¬ 
sidered  opinion  that  perhaps  we  have 
been  taking  money  out  of  the  pockets,  or 
the  regular  pay  checks  of  the  people 
whom  we  are  forcing  to  travel  and  live 
away  from  home  on  official  Government 
business  albeit  excessive.  I  believe,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  was  in  favor  of  the 
House-passed  rate,  and  in  view  of  the 
explanation  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  about  the  different  cost  of 
living  expense  figures  I  believe  I  would 
have  no  objection  to  these  three. 

I  understand  there  is  another  section 
in  the  Senate  amendments  which  makes 
adjustments  for  part-time  or  intermit¬ 
tent  employees  when  traveling  on  offi¬ 
cial  business.  I  presume  these  are  some 
of  these  $100  a  day  per  diem  people,  and 
what  is  this?  Their  living  and  actual  out- 
of-pocket  expenses  in  addition  to  their 
income,  or  does  the  gentleman  have  in¬ 
formation  on  that? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes.  That  is  section  2, 
and  that  is  for  the  part-time  or  inter¬ 
mittent  employees  such  as  the  consul¬ 
tants  the  gentleman  referred  to.  The 
rates  would  apply  to  them  as  to  the  reg¬ 
ular  full-time  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  HALL.  Would  this  apply  to  some  of 
those  who  have  been  set  up  in  some  of 
these  consultation  laboratories  like 
Livermore  or  Rand  Corp.,  or  other  means 
for  obtaining  high-salaried  part-time 
consultants? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Only  if  they  are  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Federal  Government.  This 
just  pertains  to  their  per-diem  for  those 
occasions  while  they  are  traveling  in  the 
country  or  elsewhere. 

Mr.  HALL.  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
would  apply  to  those  who  have  contracts 
with  the  Government  for  performance  of 
duties  under  grants  or  contracts,  or  even 
scholarships;  is  that  correct? 

But  if  it  were,  then  this  overall  general 
rule  would  not  be  applicable? 
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Mr.  BLATNIK.  It  would  not  be 
applicable. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one 
more  inquiry:  I  notice  that  a  section  3 
was  added  by  the  other  body  which  pur¬ 
ports  to  make  the  same  adjustment  for 
that  body’s  Members  and  employees,  the 
same  adjustments  as  what?  The  same 
adjustments  as  the  House-passed  bill,  or 
what? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  They  raised  their  per 
diem,  they  applied  our  per  diem  and 
lodging  and  other  expenses  relative  to 
Government  employees  and  intermittent 
employees,  and  they  apply  those  rates 
also  to  their  Senate  employees,  because 
they  have  jurisdiction  over  their  Senate 
employees  and  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
employees  on  this  side. 

Mr.  HALL.  This  was  agreed  to  by  the 
conference  out  of  comity  to  the  other 
body,  I  presume? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  The  other  body  has  the 
right  to  set  the  per  diem  for  its  own 
employees. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only 
say  I  hope  we  are  a  little  bit  more  tidy 
in  our  own  housekeeping  and  with  our 
own  employees. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  understand  that 
there  was  an  increase  for  those  travel¬ 
ing  overseas? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  not  in  proportion  to 
the  increase  to  those  traveling  in  this 
country? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  It  was  a  small  propor¬ 
tion  except  the  maximum  limit  of  the  in¬ 
crease  before  the  House  was  $15  a  day 
and  the  Senate  was  $18  a  day. 

This  is  an  increase  in  the  maximum 
additional  amount  depending  upon  the 
circumstances  of  the  country  in  which 
the  person  or  the  employee  may  be 
traveling. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  this  mean — I  ask 
the  question  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we 
are  going  to  have  another  foreign  hand¬ 
out  bill  before  the  House  one  of  these 
days  soon — that  inflation  in  foreign 
countries  has  not  been  as  severe  as  it  has 
been  here?  What  is  the  reason  that  the 
increase  was  not  in  the  same  ratio  as 
in  this  country? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  learned  recently  of  a 
$260  a  day  consultant  in  the  foreign  aid 
outfit.  Would  he  get  expenses  to  go 
along  with  the  $260  a  day — does  the 
gentleman  have  any  idea? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  It  would  depend  on 
the  basis  on  which  he  was  hired.  Nor¬ 
mally  there  is  no  provision  for  travel 
and  subsistence  expenses  in  his  original 
contract  or  agreement,  then  this  would 
apply  to  the  consultant.  These  are  the 
maximums — it  does  not  say  it  will  have 
to  be  paid,  it  merely  says  the  Secretary 
of  State,  authorizing  the  administrator 
or  the  agency  could  go  up  to  that  limit  if 
the  expenses  of  the  particular  mission 
justified  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Would  the  gentleman 
agree  with  me  that  if  a  consultant  was 
^.paid  $260  a  day,  it  would  be  outlandish 
to  then  give  him  expense  money. 


Mr.  BLATNIK.  Absolutely,  I  would 
agree  with  that.  But  I  do  not  know  if 
he  were  hired,  it  would  be  that  high. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  allowances 
for  actual  expenses — both  for  domestic 
and  foreign  travel — in  the  bill,  as  passed 
by,  the  House,  were  below  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

It  may  have  been  a  conscious  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  managers  on  the  bill  in 
the  House  to  have  this  lower  than  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommendations 
with  the  almost  certainty  that  the  other 
body  would  increase  these  items.  As  in¬ 
creased,  these  items  are  in  line  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

The  only  item  above  the  Bureau 
recommendation  is  the  $25  per  diem  item 
which  was  $22  in  the  House  passed  bill. 

I  would  point  out  that  $25  per  diem 
is  the  same  as  is  allowed  to  House  Mem¬ 
bers  or  employees. 

I  think  these  items,  as  in  the  bill 
passed  by  the  other  body,  are  reasonable 
and  I  support  the  motion  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  to  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendments. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  just  want  to  say  in  regard 
to  what  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  said 
with  reference  to  the  $260  a  day  con¬ 
tract  that  that  was  $260  a  day  plus  a  per 
diem,  and  the  AID  and  other  agencies 
apparently  hve  the  power  so  far 
as  they  can  achieve  it  through  the 
usual  signed  contract  with  these  so- 
called  experts,  any  amount  that  comes 
into  their  head.  There  is  no  limit  on  the 
amount  they  can  pay  per  diem. 

The  limit  on  the  per  diem,  I  happen 
to  think  the  per  diems  in  this  bill  are 
too  low.  If  you  go  to  any  decent  hotel 
in  this  country  or  abroad  and  get  a  small 
room  with  bath,  you  are  going  to  pay 
more  for  the  room  than  we  are  allowing 
for  everything.  But  under  the  $260  a  day 
bit  that  was  for  their  so-called  services, 
whatever  they  were. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  assume  that  the 
best  way  to  get  at  situations  of  this  kind 
is  to  end  this  business  of  a  foreign  hand¬ 
out  program,  and  I  sincerely  hope  that  I 
may  have  the  help  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  to  that  end  when  the  bill 
comes  on  the  floor  in  a  week  or  so. 

Mr.  HAYS.  You  are  going  to  have  the 
help  of  the  gentleman,  but  I  do  not  think 
it  is  going  to  be  enough,  unfortunately. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
and  others,  as  far  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  to  H.R.  337  are  concerned,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  that  further  reading  of  the  Senate 
amendments  be  dispensed  with? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  resei'ving  the  right  to  object, 
on  the  U.S.  foreign  aid  bill,  our  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  it 
out  today  with  practically  a  $500  million 
cut  from  the  administration  request,  so 
that  we  are  keeping  it  down  and  we  are 
being  economical.  I  would  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Members  engaged  in 
the  previous  colloquy  the  fact  that  in 
South  Korea  we  have  two  American  divi¬ 
sions  there.  They  have  16  divisions  on 
the  line.  I  hope  there  will  just  not  be  a 
negative  vote  on  the  U.S.  foreign  aid 
program,  because  it  would  pull  the  rug 
out  from  under  South  Korea,  a  loyal 
ally  with  40,000  troops  beside  our  men  in 
South  Vietnam,  even  when  they  are  in 
great  trouble. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.R.  337 
was  passed  by  the  House  on  March  26 
and  recently  returned  to  us  from  the 
Senate  in  amended  form.  The  bill  in¬ 
creases  the  maximum  travel  allowances 
for  Government  employees  while  on  of¬ 
ficial  business.  The  principal  feature  is 
the  per  diem  which,  we  all  know,  is  a 
flat  rate  reimbursement  covering  the 
average  cost  of  subsistence,  mainly  hotel 
and  food  costs.  The  per  diem  is  con¬ 
venient  to  both  the  Government  and  the 
employee  because  it  reduces  the  amount 
of  record  keeping  and  analysis  which 
otherwise  would  be  required.  The  bill 
also  increases  the  maximum  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  travel  on  an  actual  expense 
basis — only  permitted  in  unusual  circum¬ 
stances — and  the  maximum  additional 
amount  over  the  per  diem  set  by  the  State 
Department  which  may  be  paid  when 
officials  are  traveling  abroad.  The  pres¬ 
ent  rates  in  these  categories  were  set  by 
the  Congress  in  1961  and  as  we  clearly 
showed  during  debate  last  spring  the  cost 
of  travel  has  increased  markedly  since 
then. 

The  bill  as  amended  by  the  Senate 
made  the  following  changes  in  travel 
allowances : 

Section  1:  First,  increased  the  maxi¬ 
mum  per  diem  rate  for  full-time  Federal 
employees  traveling  on  official  business 
from  the  present  $16  per  day  to  $25  per 
day.  The  House  set  $22  per  day. 

Second,  increased  the  maximum  al¬ 
lowed  for  actual  expenses  from  the  pres¬ 
ent  $30  per  day  to  $40  per  day.  The 
House  set  $35  per  day. 

Third,  increased  the  maximum  addi¬ 
tional  amount  allowed  for  employees 
traveling  in  foreign  countries  when 
actual  expenses  are  premitted  from  the 
present  $10  per  day  to  $18  per-  day.  The 
House  set  $15  per  day. 

Section  2  makes  the  same  adjustments 
for  part-time  or  intermittent  employees 
when  traveling  on  official  business. 

Section  3  was  added  by  the  Senate  and 
makes  the  same  adjustments  for  Senate 
Members  and  employees. 

We  recommend  that  the  Senate 
amendments  be  accepted.  The  figures  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  were  based  primar¬ 
ily  on  a  survey  of  travel  costs  made  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  1967.  Dur¬ 
ing  our  hearings,  however,  employee  or- 
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ganizations  presented  data  showing  con¬ 
siderably  higher  costs  than  the  Budget 
survey  revealed.  The  Senate  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  decided  to 
make  a  more  current  examination.  Its 
report  on  the  bill  reveals  the  following. 

In  an  effort  to  develop  1969  subsistence 
costs,  the  committee  examined  current  sta¬ 
tistical  information  supplied  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics  and  found  that,  although 
the  average  rise  in  the  Consumer  Price  In¬ 
dex  between  August  1968  and  August  1969 
for  all  items  amounted  to  5.6  percent,  aver¬ 
age  hotel  and  motel  rates  increased  7.8  per¬ 
cent  in  that  period,  and  restaurant  prices 
rose  6  3  percent,  or  an  average  total  of  slightly 
in  excess  of  7  percent.  Applying  this  per¬ 
centage  figure  to  the  $21.52  arrived  at  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  amount  to 
$23.03.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics  furnished  the  committee  with  infor¬ 
mation  showing  that,  as  of  August  1969, 
average  daily  costs  of  hotel  and  motel  rooms 
amounted  to  $18.13  in  the  12  largest  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  and  $14.43  in  smaller  cities. 
Since  these  rates  reflect  double  occupancy, 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  agreed  that 
a  reduction  of  $2  in  each  figure  would  re¬ 
flect  average  price  rates  of  $16.13  and  $12.43, 
respectively,  or  an  average  of  $14.28.  Using 
an  average  daily  rate  of  $8  for  restaurant 
food,  total  costs  for  lodging  and  food  would 
be  $24.13  and  $20.43,  respectively,  or  an  aver¬ 
age  of  $22.28.  Following  the  method  used  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  committee 
then  added  an  additional  10  percent  to  reflect 
miscellaneous  allowable  items,  such  as  sales 
taxes,  tips,  and  so  forth,  and  arrived  at  total 
costs  of  $26.54  and  $22.47,  respectively,  or  an 
average  cost  of  $24.50. 

As  a  check  against  these  figures,  the  com¬ 
mittee  obtained  from  the  American  Hotel 
and  Motel  Association  information  compiled 
by  accounting  firms  employed  by  the  as¬ 
sociation,  relative  to  travel  costs  for  1968,  the 
latest  year  for  which  they  were  available.  An 
analysis  of  average  hotel  and  motel  rates  for 
14  major  cities  and  98  smaller  cities  reflected 
an  average  daily  rate  of  $12.30,  and  food 
costs,  based  upon  a  survey  of  400  hotels 
throughout  the  Nation,  reflected  a  daily 
average  of  $9.24.  Adding  to  these  figures  the 
7.8  percent  increase  for  hotel  and  motel  rates 
and  the  average  restaurant  price  increase  of 
6.3  percent  for  1969,  reflected  in  the  Con¬ 
sumer  Price  Index  compiled  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics,  the  committee  arrived  at 
a  total  of  $13.26  for  lodging  and  $9.82  for 
food,  or  a  grand  total  for  lodging  and  food  of 
$23.08  per  day.  To  this  was  added  the  usual 
10  percent  for  allowable  miscellaneous  ex¬ 
penses,  bringing  the  total  daily  average  cost 
for  lodging  and  food  to  $25.38. 

Thus,  the  Senate  found  an  average 
cost  in  excess  of  $25  per  day  but  pro¬ 
posed  a  maximum  per  diem  of  that 
amount. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  basic  problem  is  that 
travel  costs,  like  other  costs,  are  increas¬ 
ing  so  rapidly  that  even  our  statistical 
studies  cannot  keep  up  with  them.  I  am 
afraid  that  if  we  do  not  act  promptly  on 
this  bill  even  the  higher  Senate  per  diem 
figure  will  soon  be  obsolete. 

We  all  agree  that  our  Federal  employ¬ 
ees  should  not  be  required  to  subsidize 
the  legitimate  costs  of  Government  out 
of  their  own  pockets. 

The  other  amendment  made  by  the 
Senate  provides  that  Senators  and  Sen¬ 
ate  employees  be  given  the  same  allow¬ 
ances  available  to  employees  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch. 

House  Members  and  committee  em¬ 
ployees  are  governed  by  travel  regula¬ 


tions  issued  by  the  House  Administration 
Committee — currently  set  at  $25  per  day. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

SUPPORT  THE  ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 

(Mr.  MORSE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  when  Pres¬ 
ident  Nixon  asked  for  our  support  of 
the  foreign  aid  program,  he  spoke  to  us 
of  “the  economic  miracles  which  for¬ 
eign  aid  has  helped  create  in  Western 
Europe  and  in  parts  of  Asia.” 

With  your  permission,  I  should  like 
recount  to  you  some  of  these  miracles. 
n  of  us  are  aware  of  the  miraculous 
recovery  of  the  wartorn  European  econ 
omy  binder  the  Marshall'  plan.  Today, 
as  a  result,  our  friends  in  Western  Europe 
are  strong  partners  of  the  United  States 
in  the  task, of  development  in  otheyparts 
of  the  worlck  / 

Together,  \e  are  helping  ouy  less  de¬ 
veloped  neighbors  to  achievytheir  own 
“economic  miraotes. 

Taiwan — a  oncerimpoverjshed  island — 
was  the  first  of  \he  p/or  Asian  na¬ 
tions  to  reach  independent  economic 
growth  with  our  help)G3y  the  time  U.S. 
aid  ended  in  1965,  Taiwan  had  doubled 
the  real  income  of  j/s  peotoe.  Eighty  per¬ 
cent  of  all  Taiwanese  are\now  literate. 
Three-quarters/  of  the  farmers  own 
their  own  lana.  Developmen reprograms 
are  surging rtnead  on  Taiwan. 

Korea  is/another  example.  With  U.S. 
help,  the/Korean  economy  is  noV  set¬ 
ting  a  yew  record  for  industrial  growth 
on  mainland  Asia.  In  1968,  Korean  ! 
dusrnal  output  grew  an  astonishing 
percent. 

In  India  and  Pakistan,  the  economic 
..liracles  are  promising  to  end  the  cen- 
turies-long  shortages  of  bread  and  rice. 
American  research  has  developed  the 
high-yield  seeds,  American  loans  have 
made  possible  the  purchase  of  fertilizer 
and  American  experts  are  helping  im¬ 
prove  farming  methods.  The  result  is  a 
dramatic  agricultural  breakthrough 
known  as  the  green  revolution. 

President  Nixon  was  not  exaggerating 
when  he  spoke  of  the  “economic  mira¬ 
cles”  at  work  today  in  Asia.  I  urge  that 
we  continue  to  make  those  miracles  pos¬ 
sible  by  supporting  the  economic  assist¬ 
ance  program. 


;he  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas-^ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DAY  OF  NATIONAL  CONCI 

(Mr.  DICKINSON  asked  st nd  was 
given  permission  to  address  /he  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revis^/and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DICKINSON.  Mi/  Speaker,  re¬ 
cently  many  of  the  whfes  and  relatives 
of  America’s  missing'  servicemen  and 
prisoners  of  war  in/Vietnam  assembled 
in  Washington  to  .participate  in  the  ac¬ 
tivities  concerning  POW’s  and  MIA’s,  in¬ 
cluding  the  2  hours  of  speeches  by  over 
a  hundred  Members  of  Congress,  a  meet¬ 
ing  with  Secretary  of  Defense  Laird,  a 
reception  Vhosted  for  the  families,  which 
was  attended  by  the  members  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  leadership 
of  thy  House.  Now,  because  of  the  con- 
cen/ior  and  support  of  these  true  Amer¬ 
icans  by  Members  of  the  Congress  and 
„.ers,  much  public  attention  finally  has 
^een  focused  on  the  inhumane  treat¬ 
ment  accorded  our  servicemen  by  the 
North  Vietnamese  and  the  Vietcong. 

I  am  continuing  in  my  efforts  to  have 
the  Communists  afford  our  men  just  and 
fair  treatment  under  the  terms  of  the 
Geneva  Convention.  Many  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  have  joined  me  in  urging  the 
President  to  declare  Veterans  Day,  No¬ 
vember  11,  a  “Day  of  National  Concern” 
for  the  missing  servicemen  and  prisoners 
of  war  in  Vietnam.  Today,  I  have  also 
called  upon  the  Governors  of  all  the 
States  to  take  the  appropriate  action  to 
designate  this  day  as  a  Day  of  National 
Concern  in  their  State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  another  major  effort  is 
due  to  come  late  next  month.  I  have 
asked  the  State  Department  and  our  del¬ 
egation  to  the  United  Nations  to  speak 
before  the  United  Nations  in  an  effort 
to  secure  international  cooperation  to 
see  that  our  men  are  not  tortured,  and 
are  afforded  treatment  under  the  tenets 
of  the  Geneva  Convention. 

Mr.  Speaker,  wives  and  relatives  have 
,gain  been  in  touch  with  me  asking  if 
.hey  can  be  of  assistance,  and  whether 
orsnot  they  will  be  allowed  to  participate 
in  \he  activities  slated  for  the  U.N. 
agenda.  I  hope  it  will  be  possible  for 
many  drives  to  be  in  New  York  at  this 
time,  but  details  of  the  U.N.  effort  are 
not  complete.  I  will  keep  the  Members 
of  the  House  informed  as  details  develop. 
In  recent  wehks,  progress  has  been  made 
and  with  our  continued  efforts,  we  may 
soon  realize  a  breakthrough. 

postalNreform 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  234,  on  October  20,  a  quorum  call,  I 
am  recorded  as  present.  Actually  I  was 
on  official  leave  from  the -House.  I  was 
not  present.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  and  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly. 

Tlie,  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 


was  given  per- 
for  1  min- 
itend  his  re- 


(Mr.  QUIE  asked 
mission  to  address  tl 
ute  and  to  revise  and 
marks  ) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  tde  “Pony  Ex¬ 
press”  speed  with  which  badly  needed 
postal  reform  legislation  is  being  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Congress  is  extremely  dis¬ 
couraging. 

Since  the  President  outlined  the  . 
lems  facing  the  Post  Office  Department 
last  spring  in  his  message  calling 
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3n  act 

_ 83  STAT.  190 

To  increase  the  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  employees  of  the 
Government  traveling  on  official  business,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  5702 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$16”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”,  by  striking  out  “$30”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$40”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$18”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  5703  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$16”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”,  by  striking  out 
“$30”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$40”,  and  by  striking  out  “$10” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$18”. 

Sec.  3.  The  seventh  paragraph  under  the  heading  “Administrative 
Provisions”  in  the  Senate  section  of  the  Legislative  Branch  Appro¬ 
priation  Act,  1957  (2  U.S.C.  68b),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$16” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$25”,  and  by  striking  out  “$30”,  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$40”. 

Approved  November  10,  1969. 


Federal  em¬ 
ployees. 

Per  diem 
allowance, 
ino  reas  e . 

80  Stat.  498. 


70  Stat.  360} 
75  Stat.  340. 
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